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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Recreational Reading 
The problem of poor reading achievement among urban, 
disadvantaged African American children is an issue that is 
faced by every major city in our nation today (Levin, 1989; 
Pallas, Natriello and McDill, 1989; Banas, 1988; Boykin, 
1984). As a result of serious and wide spread reading 
problems, it is imperative that strategies be developed in 
order to enhance the reading levels of the disadvantaged 
child. An area that is beginning to get more attention in 
the literature and may prove to be beneficial in terms of a 
strategy for the disadvantaged child is recreational reading 
(Morrow, 1987; Anderson, Wilson and Fielding, 1985; Spiegel, 
1981; Greaney, 1980). 
Recreational reading is "voluntary, non-assigned 
reading that is done by children outside of the classroom" 
(Bissett, 1969, p. 6). According to Spiegel (1981) who 
defined recreational reading as "voluntary reading of self 
selected materials, either for information or for pleasure," 
it is associated with pleasure and stems from the child's 
basic enjoyment of the activity itself (p. 3). 
Research revealed that recreational reading played a 
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vital role in the reading development of children. What 
works, the 1986 publication of the U.S. Department of 
Education, reported that "Children improve their reading 
ability by reading a lot. Reading achievement is directly 
related to the amount of reading children do in school and 
outside [of school]" (p. 11). In addition, this report 
stated that "the amount of time spent reading is directly 
related to children's reading comprehension, the size of 
their vocabularies, and the gains in their reading ability" 
(p. 11). The report of the National Commission of Reading 
entitled, Becoming A Nation of Readers (1985) stated, "the 
amount of reading students do out of school is consistently 
related to gains in reading achievement" (p. 77). 
2 
The importance of recreational reading does not mean 
that children read recreationally in general. The 
assessment of reading achievements reported by the 1988 
School Report Card for the State of Illinois revealed two 
pertinent aspects of reading attainment: 1) The percentage 
of students who say they do not read on their own initiative 
more than doubles between the 3rd and 8th grade. 2) The 
percentage of students who report they do not read to learn 
new things nearly triples from 3rd to 8th grade (Banas, 
1988, p. 8). In addition, recreational reading as a formal 
component of reading programs in schools was not a common 
occurrence (Morrow, 1987). Morrow (1987) contended that few 
schools had programs that systematically provided 
opportunities for students to read for enjoyment. 
A number of studies have been conducted to show the 
benefits of recreational reading for the middle class 
American child, specifically, children from middle class 
homes or similar school settings. Few investigations 
however, have been conducted concerning the effects of 
recreational reading on urban, disadvantaged African 
American children (Morrow, 1987). 
significance of the Study 
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As a result of limited studies, educators cannot refer 
to the research for support and guidance in developing urban 
programs designed to motivate children to read 
recreationally as a choice outside of school. Therefore, 
this research was conducted for the following purposes: 
1) To determine if there was a significant difference 
between the reading increases of standardized test 
scores of children who read recreationally and 
children who did not read recreationally. 
2) To determine the effect of recreational reading on 
the children who engaged in it over a three year 
time period. 
3) To determine the impact of motivation on 
recreational reading. 
4) To determine the components of motivation in 
recreational reading. 
5) To determine the value of recreational reading to 
children, parents and teachers. 
Motivation 
4 
According to Spiegel (1981) attention to motivation was 
essential if students were to develop into independent and 
lifelong readers. Motivation was defined as: that which 
incites to action; that which determines the choice or moves 
the will (American Heritage Dictionary, 1982, p. 817). 
Motivation was singled out by a number of researchers as the 
key to getting students to choose reading over other 
activities outside of school (Harris and Sipay, 1985; Harris 
and Smith, 1980; Lamb and Arnold, 1988; Spiegel, 1981). 
There was a body of research that promoted the use of a 
motivational agenda in helping students to become better 
readers. Winograd and Paris (1989) contended: 
All children cannot score above average on 
normative tests of reading; but all children can 
be encouraged to read more frequently, to enjoy 
what they read, to share what they read, and 
develop positive attitudes about themselves as 
readers . . . developing a motivational agenda is 
crucial to improving reading and reading 
instruction (p. 32). 
Harris and Sipay (1985) stated that "a successful reading 
program must not only develop children who can read but also 
children who do read • • • a good reading program must 
create the desire to read and help the individual to find 
pleasurable recreation in reading" (pp. 562-563). 
Parental Involvement 
Research confirmed the importance of parental 
involvement as crucial to motivation and the academic 
success of children (Bloom, 1988; Rich, 1985; Walberg, 
1984). Allen and Freitag (1988) defined parental 
involvement as: parents who facilitate and supervise at-
home study, attend regular parent-teacher conferences and 
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communicate with school personnel regarding their children's 
needs (p. 922) • 
Brookover's study (1979) revealed that in African 
American schools specifically, "high [parental] involvement 
was associated with greater achievement" (Moles, 1982, 
p. 44). According to What Works, the 1986 publication of 
the U.S. Department of Education: "Parents are their 
children's first and most influential teachers. What 
parents do to help their children learn is more important to 
academic success than how well-off the family is" (p. 7). 
Loveday and Simmons contended that the important role 
parents played in fostering their children's reading 
development was a permanent state: 
Gone are the days when "learning to read" was an 
activity firmly based in schools and controlled by 
teachers. Recently, there have been many 
successful attempts to involve parents in helping 
their children to read. A great variety of 
methods have been reported: paired reading, 
shared reading, reading aloud, but outcomes have 
always been similar. There can now be little 
doubt that parental involvement plays a crucial 
part in the ease with which children learn to read 
(p. 84). 
Parental involvement was vital to the process of what Harris 
and Sipay (1985) referred to as the development of the 
6 
"lifelong reader." 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine if a 
consistent, systematic recreational reading program aided by 
a motivational agenda and parental involvement would bring 
about increased reading achievement in urban, disadvantaged, 
African American children. The investigation is important 
because studies indicated that "like other successful 
readers, poor, Black children who are successful in reading, 
enjoy reading" as an activity (Durkin, 1984, p. 53). Yet, 
opportunities to promote and encourage the pleasure and 
enjoyment of reading were not systematically fostered and 
advanced in most urban settings consisting of large African 
American populations (Morrow, 1987). The potential use of 
recreational reading as a vehicle for increasing effective 
reading practice and eventually improved reading achievement 
for these children must be explored. 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions: 
1) Did children who read recreationally show significantly 
greater increases in standardized reading test scores 
than children who did not read recreationally? 
2) What was the effect of recreational reading over a 
three year time period? 
3) How did motivation impact recreational reading? 
4 ) What were the components of motivation in recreational 
reading? 
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5) What was the value of recreational reading to teachers, 
children and parents? 
Chapter II contained a review of the professional 
literature on recreational reading, motivation and parental 
involvement. The methodology and research design utilized 
to investigate the stated questions are described in Chapter 
III. The results of the study are presented in Chapter IV, 
and the implications of the study as well as predictions for 
the future are set forth in Chapter v. 
Definition of Terms 
Disadvantaged (students) - students who have been 
exposed to inappropriate educational experiences in at least 
one of three institutional domains: the family, the school 
or community in which the student is reared (Pallas, 
Natriello and McDill, 1989, p. 16). 
Motivation - an emotion, desire, physiological need, or 
similar impulse acting as an incitement to action (The 
American Heritage Dictionary, 1982, p. 817). 
Motivational agenda - a plan that includes whatever is 
needed to inspire students to accomplish a particular goal. 
Recreational Reading - voluntary, non-assigned reading 
that is done outside of the classroom (Bissett, 1969, p. 6). 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter provided a review of professional 
literature in three areas that were relevant to the research 
questions: a) the role, components, benefits, and problems 
of recreational reading in the process of reading 
improvement; b) theories, views and positions of researchers 
on motivation as related to the process of getting students 
to enjoy reading and to seek it as an activity outside of 
school; and c) parental involvement and its relationship to 
recreational reading, as well as a review of two contrasting 
yet functional parental involvement models. Finally, a 
summary of the literature review will conclude this chapter. 
Recreational Reading 
Recreational reading, as stated in Chapter I, is 
defined as "voluntary, non-assigned reading that is done by 
children outside of the classroom" (Bisset, 1969, p. 6). 
Spiegel (1981) associated it with pleasure and emphasized 
the significance of the child selecting his/her own 
materials for the purposes of information attainment or 
sheer enjoyment. Recreational reading may be referred to as 
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voluntary reading (Morrow, 1985), leisure reading (Greaney, 
l980), free reading (Holdaway, 1979; LaBrant, 1936), or 
pleasure reading (Nell, 1988). 
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A review of the literature revealed that 3 basic 
components constitute recreational reading. The first 
component is reading for pleasure, that is, to actually 
engage in the act of reading itself, for recreational 
purposes. The second component is consistency, which allows 
for the effect of practice to take place. The third 
component is choice, which allows for selection of 
recreational reading as an activity, voluntarily, and which 
also allows for the selection of one's own reading material. 
The professional literature and related research 
documented the importance of engaging in recreational 
reading and its relationship to reading success and 
achievement. Recreational reading was viewed by Spiegel 
(1981) as crucial in the sense that it played a role in the 
development of various areas in the process of becoming a 
successful reader. She contended that it: 1) promotes 
positive attitudes toward reading; 2) expands experiential 
background; 3) enhances automaticity and fluency; 4) 
provides opportunity for practice in the use of context 
clues; and 5) expands meaning vocabularies (p. 4). 
Morrow (1987) supported this position and stated that 
"experimental groups of youngsters allowed to read freely 
each day scored significantly better than control groups in 
10 
comprehension and vocabulary" (p. 266; Anderson, Wilson and 
Fielding, 1985; Morrow, 1982). According to Stanovich 
(1986) "many things that facilitate further growth in 
reading comprehension ability, general knowledge, 
vocabulary, and syntactic knowledge are developed by reading 
itself" (p. 364). What Works, the 1986 publication of the 
u.s. Department of Education reported that time spent 
reading was effective in increasing both vocabulary and 
reading fluency. 
Spiegel (1981) discussed the importance of consistency, 
and contended that one of the most important functions of 
recreational reading was the practice it provided: 
Think of learning to ride a bike • . . think of 
being able to ski or dance . . . you did it by 
practice. • . and practice and practice • . . 
think of how all of this is related to 
recreational reading. You learn to be a fluent 
reader, a comprehender, by practice with reading 
that is easy for you. And practice by reading 
what is enjoyable to you. If you don't practice, 
you won't get good at it; you won't develop the 
automaticity that allows you to focus your 
attention on the ideas and not the words. (p. 12-
13) . 
It was also the position of Anastasiow, Hanes and Hanes 
(1982) that the more students read, the better readers they 
became: "Reading, as true of most intellectual activities, 
has a practice effect. Reading improves with practice • . . 
The practice effect occurs readily with proficient readers 
and readers in the process of becoming proficient" (p. 189-
90) • 
Earlier studies supported this position and in 
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addition, indicated correlations between recreational 
reading and standardized tests. Lamme (1976) and Sauls 
(1971) in their cross-sectional studies for example, showed 
that there was a relationship between the consistency and 
the amount of reading children did and their ability as 
measured by standardized tests. More recently, Fielding, 
Wilson and Anderson (1985) found that "among all the ways 
children [in their study] reported spending their leisure 
time, average minutes per day reading books was the best 
predictor of reading comprehension, vocabulary size and 
gains in reading achievement between the second and fifth 
grade" (p. 77). These researchers also stated that their 
"avid readers" did up to twenty times more independent 
reading than their "less frequent" readers, and used this 
point to conclude that children who got more practice in 
reading made more progress than those who got less practice. 
A number of researchers have contended that individual 
choice is an important factor that fosters task involvement 
and promotes student participation in school-related 
activities (Deci, Nezlek and Sheinman, 1981; Morgan, 1984; 
Stipek, 1988). A classic study conducted by Lewin, Lippitt 
and White (1939) examined the effect of adult control on 
children's productivity. They compared the behavior of 
adolescent boys under three organizational conditions: 
1) autocratic - the adult decided every activity 
2) democratic - the children could participate in 
choosing activities 
3) laissez-faire - the children did whatever they 
pleased 
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The results revealed that the children were more productive 
under the autocratic and democratic conditions than the 
laissez-faire conditions when an adult was in the room with 
them. When they were alone however, the production of the 
autocratic children decreased sharply, while the production 
of the democratic and laissez-faire children remained the 
same whether adults were absent or present. Sipay (1988) 
discussed this study and added that "interest in school-
related activities is enhanced by less teacher control and 
more student choice in tasks" (p.68). 
Keller (1983) indicated that allowing students some 
degree of personal control enhances their motivation to 
participate in activities. Author David Bishop (1978) when 
discussing the issue of developing lifelong readers, 
stressed the importance of developing students who willingly 
chose reading" as a worthwhile activity for purposes of 
recreation" (p. 46). 
Spiegel (1981) carried the component of choice a bit 
further, and stressed the importance of allowing children to 
select their own reading materials. She suggested that 
self-selection was not harmful, because all reading has 
value. The report of the National Commission of Reading 
13 
entitled, Becoming a Nation of Readers is supportive of her 
view. This report stated: 
Increasing the amount of time children read ought 
to be a priority for both parents and teachers. 
Reading books (and magazines, newspapers, and even 
comic books) is probably a major source of 
knowledge about sentence structure, text 
structure, literary forms, and topics ranging from 
the Bible to current events • • • beyond third 
grade, children acquire the majority of the new 
words they learn incidentally while reading books 
and other material (p. 77). 
Harris and Sipay (1985) promoted self-selection and 
suggested that a child's preferences should be respected 
even if the teacher or parent feels that the reading level 
is unsuitable. Gold (1989) set forth ten practical 
suggestions for encouraging literacy skills in children, one 
of which was allowing children to choose their own books to 
read. Stauffer (1980) pointed out that research in self-
selection clearly identified the incentive factor and 
indicates that it develops students' interest and tastes. 
Stauffer also emphasized that "to pursue one's interests" 
(p. 223) in reading, was to engage in an activity that leads 
to being a scholar. 
Recreational Reading Problems 
The importance of recreational reading was firmly 
established by researchers, yet it is not an activity that 
children, in general, readily pursue (Anderson, 1985; Lamme, 
1976; Morrow, 1987). Morrow noted that "substantial numbers 
of children choose not to read either for pleasure or 
information" (1987, P. 191). This contention was supported 
by this national report: 
••• most children don't read very much during 
their free time. In the study of fifth graders . 
• • 50% of the children read books for an average 
for four minutes per day or less, 30% read two 
minutes per day or less, and fully 10% never 
reported reading any book on any day. For the 
majority of the children, reading from books 
occupied 1% of their free time, or less (Becoming 
A Nation of Readers, 1985, p.77). 
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Archie LaPointe, Director of the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NEAP) in 1986, commented on national 
reading findings in the 1986 Reading Report Card for 9 year 
olds: 
only about 10% of 9 year olds had recently 
read a story or novel for school 
about one-half of 9 year olds said that they 
read once a week for fun and pleasure and go 
to the library as often 
nine year olds seldom read newspapers or 
magazines 
LaPointe concluded "there seems to be little recognition on 
the part of 9 year old students of the crucial importance of 
reading to success in real life or of its practical 
applications" (1986, p. 137). According to a national study 
presented by Lamb and Arnold (1988) "there is a decline in 
interest in reading as a source of pleasure and self-
fulfillment; students in all age groups (9-17 years) 
perceived reading as a source of information and did not 
regard it as a source of enjoyment, self-understanding or 
cultural values" (p. 110). 
On a state level, the assessment of reading 
achievements reported by the 1988 School Report Card for the 
15 
state of Illinois revealed two pertinent aspects of reading 
attainment: 1) The percentage of students who say they do 
not read on their own initiative, more than doubles between 
the 3rd and 8th grade. 2) The percentage of students who 
report they do not read to learn new things nearly triples 
from 3rd to 8th grade (Banas, 1988, p. 8). Greaney (1980) 
in an earlier study of 5th graders, also concluded that most 
youngsters have not developed the habit of recreational 
reading. 
Harris and Smith (1980) concurred with Greaney and 
expressed in dismay that "reading is the last choice as a 
recreational activity for some children" (p. 80) • They 
presented the belief that "lifelong reading habits are as 
important to a reader as the ability to decode word symbols 
or comprehend an author's message" (p. 90). 
In a classic study by LaBrant, it was suggested that 
free (recreational) reading was the key to developing 
lifelong readers. LaBrandt (1936) conducted a longitudinal 
study and reported that subjects who had completed a six 
year free (recreational) reading program, were doing 
significantly more reading than the other (non-free reading) 
groups with which they were compared, 25 years later. 
Lamb and Arnold (1988) felt that "whatever the reasons 
for the decline in interest in reading as a source of 
pleasure and self-fulfillment, children need to learn that 
reading can make valuable contributions to their personal 
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growth and happiness" (p. 110). These authors felt that 
children who did not practice reading nor perceive it as a 
source of pleasure might become "illiterate literates" 
(Decker, 1985; Thimmesch, 1982) meaning "those who can read 
but won't" (p. 110-111). 
rt was the contention of a number of researchers that, 
as a rule, children did not incorporate the daily habit of 
recreational reading into their lives because schools, in 
general, did not provide formal programs that 
"systematically promote voluntary reading" (Morrow, 1987, 
P. 166). Greaney (1980) felt that while the issues of 
reading standards and methods continue to attract 
considerable attention, there was a "notable lack of 
interest on the part of teachers, educational administrators 
and researchers in leisure reading" (Greaney, 1980, p. 338). 
Although recreational reading was usually accepted in 
educational systems as a worthy objective, it was not given 
"high priority in schools" (Morrow, 1987; Morrow, 1986, p. 
190). Morrow conducted an attitude survey dealing with 
recreational reading in 1985. The study included teachers, 
principals and parents. The following were the reported 
results: 
1) None of the three groups (teachers, principals, 
parents) saw great educational value in the 
systematic development of voluntary reading, but, 
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on a personal level, teachers and principals liked 
the idea. 
2) None of the three groups seemed to think that 
officials in their school districts valued the 
development of voluntary reading as a programmatic 
goal. 
3) Few individuals in any of the three groups seemed 
willing to dedicate much time or attention to 
programmatic development of voluntary reading. 
It should be noted that Morrow conducted this study in a 
middle class educational setting and suggested that a study 
with a different social class possessing greater need for 
improvement might produce contrasting results. 
Yatvin (1977) was referred to in a number of current 
studies that seemed to agree with her opinion that negative 
attitudes toward recreational reading were present in our 
schools: 
To make reading instruction really effective, that 
is, to develop children who do read, as well as 
children who can read, schools should provide a 
bridge from reading instruction to real life 
reading as a regular part of the curriculum. 
Unfortunately, most schools, beset by demands for 
a return to the "basics" and proofs of student 
achievement, view such [recreational) reading 
activities as extras, to be indulged in only when 
the important work ... is finished (p. 185). 
Holdaway (1979) agreed and contended that schools spent an 
abundance of time teaching reading skills, but did not 
promote opportunities for the children to practice those 
skills. Greaney (1980) said "despite the fact that the 
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development of a leisure reading habit is an often stated 
objective of a primary school curriculum, there is a dearth 
of empirical evidence on the extent to which this objective 
is attained" (p. 339) . 
According to Spiegel (1981) "the development of 
students who both can and will read should be the ultimate 
goal of any reading program" (p. 4). Spiegel and a number 
of reading researchers suggested that recreational reading 
should become a standard component of reading programs in 
elementary schools (Anderson, 1985; Greaney, 1980; Lamb and 
Arnold, 1988; Morrow, 1987; Yatvin, 1977). 
Motivation 
The body of literature dealing with motivation was vast 
and overwhelming. This was not a review of motivation, but 
a look at what selected researchers, interested in 
achievement motivation, provided in terms of a framework of 
behavior and goals that may be useful in considering a 
motivational agenda for recreational reading. 
The American Heritage Dictionary (1982) defined 
motivation (motive) as "an emotion, desire, physiological 
need, or similar impulse acting as an incitement to action" 
(p. 817). Good (1986) defined motivation as "a hypothetical 
construct to explain the initiation direction, intensity and 
persistence of goal-directed behavior" (p. 403). Ames and 
Ames (1985) identified and distinguished "quantitative" and 
"qualitative" motivation: 
quantitative • • • motivation is associated 
with concepts such as energy, drive, intensity of 
behavior, and duration of behavior. Within this 
perspective, student motivation is sometimes 
operationalized as time on task or engaged time . 
. • gains in achievement are taken as evidence of 
enhanced motivation (p. 123) 
In contrast •.. qualitative motivation [is] 
. . . concerned with the quality of student task 
engagement . . . how [to] get students to adopt 
certain goals, selectively attend to certain types 
of information • and develop the ability to 
initiate, direct, and maintain their learning (p. 
124) . 
oue to the nature of recreational reading (voluntary, non-
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assigned, self-selected, for information, for pleasure) all 
of the above definitions were significant and descriptive in 
terms of explaining what was needed in order to bring about 
the act of recreational reading, specifically -- motivation. 
The Theory of Personal Investment 
Maehr (1984) provided a theory that was useful in terms 
of looking at behavior that could be observed and making 
inferences based on that behavior. Maehr's theory stated 
that behavior patterns were divided into five categories: 
1. Direction - occurs when a person chooses one 
activity and not another when other choices are 
available. 
2. Persistence - occurs when a person repeatedly 
makes the same behavioral choices while rejecting 
other alternatives. 
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3. Continuing motivation - occurs when a person goes 
back to a previously selected task on one's own, 
without external pressure to do so. 
4. Activity level - occurs when a person engages in 
more activity or does more things than others. 
5. Performance - occurs when a person displays a 
change in performance (Maehr, 1984). 
Maehr's theory can be applied to recreational reading 
in the following manner: 1) direction, a student may decide 
to read a magazine or book rather than watch television; 2) 
persistence, a student may choose to read everyday; 3) 
continuing motivation, a student may read without being told 
to do so; 4) activity level, a student may read more books, 
read for longer periods or read more often than others in 
his/her group or class; 5) performance, a students•s reading 
performance can vary in terms of competence, skills or 
habits. 
In addition to behavior patterns, Maehr (1984) 
emphasized the importance of goals as part of his Personal 
Investment Theory. He included goals because "they effect 
behavior" (p. 130) and defined them as "the motivational 
focus" of an activity (p. 127). Maehr also believed they 
were "operative in guiding how persons invest time, talent 
and energy" (p. 129) and identified task, ego, social 
solidarity and extrinsic rewards as the four categories by 
which goals could be divided. 
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Task goals ref erred to tasks that completely absorbed 
the individual (Maehr, 1984). In an earlier work, 
csikszentmihalyi (1977) discussed task goals in terms of the 
enjoyment one received when engaging in certain tasks. 
Winograd and Paris (1989) related task goals to reading 
specifically, and stated that "aesthetic reading, that is, 
reading for the pleasure of the experience itself, is an 
illustration of task involvement" (p. 33). 
According to Maehr (1984), ego goals referred to 
"intentions that related to doing better than some socially 
defined standard, especially a standard based on the 
performance of others" (p. 29). Achieving this goal usually 
means "winning or being the best" (p. 29), and is viewed 
negatively by Maehr. 
Winograd and Paris (1989) stated that social solidarity 
goals "involve gaining approval or conforming to the 
expectation of others, but may also be realized through 
cooperation and the achievement of mutual goals" (p. 33). 
These authors stressed the importance of social solidarity 
goals when developing a motivational agenda for reading. 
They implied that students who desire to please and 
cooperate with their parents and teachers are more 
responsive to reading improvement strategies. 
Extrinsic rewards referred to goals that "are often 
designated or associated with earning money, a prize or some 
other desideration and is not based strictly on the 
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performance of the task itself" (Maehr, 1984, p. 130). Deci 
(l975) and Morgan (1984) referred to these same goals as 
external rewards. Further discussion of external rewards 
will take place later in this chapter. 
Task Involvement Theory 
Nicholl's (1983) Task Involvement Theory was similar to 
Maehr's, but he identified three categories, task-
involvement, ego-involvement, and extrinsic involvement, and 
referred to them as "states of motivation" (p. 212). 
Nicholls' stated that task involvement occurs when "learning 
is an end in itself" (p. 214). He described ego-involvement 
as occurring when "learning is a means to the end of 
demonstrating higher rather than lower capacity than that of 
others" (p. 217). He stated that extrinsic involvement 
occurs when learning is engaged in "as a means to an end 
rather than end in itself" (p. 212), such as, "learning to 
please a teacher, to gain a token or to get out of school 
early" (p. 212). 
Other theorists have made distinctions between task and 
ego behaviors that are comparable to Maehr and Nicholls: 1) 
Carver and Scheier (1981) discussed self-aware and non-self-
aware behaviors; 2) Kruglanski (1975) set forth the 
differences between endogenous and exogenous actions; and 3) 
Covington and Beery (1976) discuss methods of achieving 
self-worth through pursuing personal excellence or trying to 
do better than another person. All of these theorists have 
a common thread, referred to by Nicholls (1983) as "task-
versus ego-involvement" (p. 223). 
IDCternal Rewards 
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There was a great deal of controversy among researchers 
concerning the effect of external rewards on motivation. 
some researchers said that external rewards were detrimental 
to intrinsic motivation and decreased interest in activities 
when the rewards stopped (Deci, 1975; Morgan, 1984). Other 
researchers however indicated that "under some conditions, 
external rewards can increase activity levels and intrinsic 
motivation" (Good, 1986, p. 450). 
Stipek (1988) felt that external rewards could be 
beneficial: 
In real classrooms, rewards as incentives are 
usually necessary to prod students into engaging 
in tasks in which they have little initial 
interest. Some students may not have been 
socialized to value a particular skill, the task 
itself may appear uninteresting, or students may 
not believe that they will be able to master the 
task. When rewards are used as a means of getting 
students started on a task, an attempt should be 
made to shift their attention to intrinsic 
rewards. The task should be interesting and 
challenging, but achievable. And the value of the 
skill should be made apparent. If these 
conditions met, the teacher may be able to 
maintain students' interest in completing tasks 
without continuing to offer external rewards. 
Thus, just as students can turn their attention to 
extrinsic reasons for engaging in activities that 
they were previously intrinsically motivated to 
do, so can they shift their attention from 
extrinsic to intrinsic reasons for engaging in an 
activity. (p. 67) 
Deci (1975) and Bandura (1977) both indicated that 
intrinsic motivation for school tasks was not something that 
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all children brought with them into the school setting. 
They along with Good (1986) suggested that external rewards 
and intrinsic rewards were motivational and had a place in 
the school setting. They felt the value of each depended on 
how it was used to influence students behavior. 
Parental Involvement 
The role of parental involvement in reading and 
academic success of children was well documented in the 
literature. (Bloom, 1988; Moles, 1982; Morrow and 
Strickland, 1989; Taylor and Dorsey-Gaines, 1988; Walberg, 
1984). Brookover (1979) found that greater parent 
involvement was associated with greater achievement, 
particularly in African American schools. In accounting for 
improvement in low-income schools, parental involvement was 
found to be a major variable (Comer, 1980; Shields, 1983). 
Allen and Freitag (1988) defined parental involvement 
as "parents who facilitate and supervise at-home study, 
attend regular parent-teacher conferences and communicate 
with school personnel regarding their children's needs (p. 
922). Delgado-Gaitan (1987) carried his view of parental 
involvement a bit further, by emphasizing that parental 
involvement also included emotional and physical support: 
Some parents [provide involvement by] assisting 
their children in school work . . . sitting with 
them to do homework and working out the problem . 
• . encouraging them to do their homework before 
playing, reading to them, taking them to the 
community library and providing them with a space 
at the kitchen table to do their homework (p. 28). 
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Delgado also emphasized the importance of praise and 
encouragement for completed assignments, work well done and 
good grades, as examples of parental involvement. Auerbach 
(!989) also believed that these were important components of 
parental involvement, particularly in poor or disadvantaged 
families. 
It was documented that encouragement by parents was one 
of the key factors in getting students to read 
recreationally outside of school (Speigel, 1981). Becoming 
A Nation of Readers: What Parents Can Do (1988) stated that 
"most children will learn how to read, whether they will 
read depends in large part upon the encouragement they 
receive from their parents" (p. 23). Sauls (1971) found a 
significant relationship between the number of books read by 
sixth grade students and the amount of home encouragement 
for reading. Wells (1978) found that parent 
"supportiveness" induced children to read (p. 22). Cain 
(1978) found that parents were instrumental in getting their 
children to read recreationally at home. 
An example of the power of parental involvement was 
reflected in the study conducted by Tizard, Schofield and 
Hewison (1982). These researchers found that children who 
read to their parents on a regular basis made significant 
gains, in fact greater gains than did children receiving an 
equivalent amount of extra reading instruction by reading 
specialists at school. The fact that parents in the study 
were low-income and had low literacy skills magnified the 
value of the results and further supported the power of 
parental involvement. 
26 
The U.S. Department of Education's publication, What 
works (1986) reported that "children whose parents simply 
read to them perform as well as those whose parents use 
workbooks or have had training in teaching (p. 9). A number 
of other studies have supported parental involvement in 
promoting reading at home (Vukelich, 1984; Ervin, 1982; Duff 
and Adams, 1981; Simmons and Lawrence, 1981; Vukelich and 
Naeny, 1980; and Walker and Kuerbitz, 1979; Wendelin and 
Danielson, 1988). 
Parental involvement was a crucial component of all 
recreational reading programs (Spiegel, 1981). The three 
reasons set forth by Comer (1980) for parental involvement 
however, were basic to school programs in general: 
1) parents have a knowledge of their children and 
a relationship on which school personnel can build. 
2) the presence of parents could improve 
accountability and help the school programs to meet 
community needs. 
3) if parents themselves are involved in a school 
program, they will develop a greater interest in 
program outcomes and will be supportive of budgetary 
and other school-related economic and political 
considerations (p. 127). 
The literature revealed a variety of models which 
provided useful frameworks for reviewing parental 
involvement. The following is a description of two 
contrasting models. 
The Traditional Approach 
The traditional parental involvement approach was one 
in which parents actively participated in "creating a home 
atmosphere conducive to learning, responding to school 
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communications, helping at school, performing academic tasks 
with children, and working in parent advisory groups" 
(Auerbach, 1989, p. 168). Allen and Freitag's definition 
(presented earlier) of parental involvement blended well 
with this approach. 
An example of the traditional approach was the TSP 
(Transmission of School Practices) model. The TSP Model was 
designed to be utilized with intervention programs that 
provided parents with specific guidelines, materials, and 
training to carry out school-like activities in the home. 
Programs for these parents often focused on such practices 
as: 
1) Providing parents with concrete methods and 
materials to use at home with children, 
2) training parents for home tutoring, 
3) giving parents guidelines and techniques for 
helping with homework, 
4) teaching parents to make and play games to 
reinforce skills, 
5) giving parents a calendar or recipe book of 
ideas for shared literacy activities 
(Auerbach, 1989, p. 168). 
This model was representative of parents who believed it was 
their duty to help teachers instruct their children. 
vie Non-Traditional Approach 
A growing body of research indicated that there was a 
substantial percentage of low-income, minority parents who 
would not respond to the traditional parental involvement 
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approach. These parents would not buy into the belief that 
educating their children was their responsibility. They 
felt that teachers and schools existed to provide an 
education for their children and getting involved in the 
process was simply not their job as parents. Auerbach 
(1989) described them as "parents who come from cultures 
that view education as the exclusive domain of schools" (p. 
175). Seeley (1989) viewed these parents as those who 
relied on the delegation model: 
Reliance on the delegation model in public 
education has created a fundamental gap between 
families and schools. Over the years, the model 
has become institutionalized in the roles, 
relationships, and mind-sets not only of~sbhool 
staffs but of parents, students and citizens as 
well. As a result, efforts by school leaders to 
involve parents frequently meet with resistance. 
Parents often signal, subconsciously and overtly, 
that they don't have to be involved because the 
job has been delegated to the school, just as they 
don't have to be involved in putting out fires 
once the fire department has been given that job 
(p. 46). 
According to Auerbach (1989) parental involvement for these 
parents had to be "framed in terms of overcoming cultural 
differences" (p. 175) and could be represented by the non-
traditional SCA (Social-Contextual Model) approach. This 
model was based on the belief that in order to make parental 
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involvement possible, support services such as child care 
and incentives had to be provided. Training designs for the 
parents centered on activities that could draw from the 
parents knowledge and experience as tools to inform 
instruction. In the SCA Model, the social context of 
parents own needs and strengths were addressed. The social 
contexts might encompass "family health problems, work 
schedules, having small children, receiving only 'bad news' 
from school, and fears for safety" (Moles, 1982, p. 46) as 
ingredients that hindered parental involvement. Auerbach 
considered "social-contextual and cultural factors" as 
"external factors" that had to be "dealt with outside the 
classroom, through program structures" (p. 175), and 
strongly supported the SCA model: 
Although being expected to conform to culturally 
unfamiliar school expectations and practices may 
intimidate parents and drive them away, being 
encouraged to explore their own concerns and to 
advocate for their own expectations may free 
parents to become more involved with their own and 
their children's literacy development (p. 176). 
The overall goal of SCA Model was to increase the 
social and personal significance of education to parents by 
using community and social issues as well as cultural forms 
that empowered and enabled parents to participate in their 
child's education. 
Regardless of the model or type of parental 
involvement, parents play a major role in motivating their 
children to read recreationally (Spiegel, 1981). According 
to Wendelin and Danielson (1988) "schools need to inform 
parents concerning their unique role in the process [of 
recreational reading] and provide them with the means to 
help their children, to motivate their children and to 
provide a home environment that stimulates reading" (p. 
268). 
summary 
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This chapter provided a review of the literature in 
three areas: recreational reading, motivation and parental 
involvement. Recreational reading was defined, and three 
elements were set forth as the components that constituted 
recreational reading. The first of the three components was 
reading for the purpose of enjoyment, meaning, to actually 
engage in the act of reading for pleasure. The second 
component was consistency which was discussed in conjunction 
with practice. The benefits of the first two components 
were documented throughout this section. Findings 
concerning choice were presented and constituted the third 
component of recreational reading. The final section in the 
area of recreational reading dealt with the problems that 
are faced, mainly, substantial numbers of children who do 
not read recreationally, and schools in general that do not 
give recreational reading high priority in their reading 
programs. The second area, motivation, provided definitions 
of this broad subject that were pertinent to this study. In 
addition, theories and findings were set forth that might 
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prove useful in developing a motivational agenda for getting 
students to read recreationally. 
Parent involvement, the final area covered in this 
chapter, discussed the benefits of parents becoming involved 
in the education of their children, especially the reading 
improvement process. The chapter concluded with two 
contrasting yet function models of parental involvement. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Background Information 
A sub-district within Chicago Public Schools, Illinois, 
instituted a supplemental, district-wide reading project 
aimed at improving reading among their K-8 student 
population. This urban population had approximately 14,000 
students, 100% African American, enrolled in 19 attendance 
centers. The area, characterized by high unemployment, had 
a 48% poverty level figure for the community as a whole 
(Sub-District Handbook, 1980). 
The program, entitled, "Reading For Fun," was adopted 
for the purpose of: 
improving reading achievement 
expanding experiential background 
providing practice in decoding and using 
contextual clues learned in direct instruction 
developing meaningful vocabulary 
enjoying reading and seeking it as an activity 
(Austin, 1989) 
These objectives were based on the research publications, 
Becoming a Nation of Reading: A Report of the Commission On 
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Reading, 1985, and What Works: Research About Teaching and 
Learning, 1986. Recreational reading, as an intervention, 
became a component of the comprehensive reading program for 
those who chose to participate. A contract (see appendix A) 
signed by the parent was used as an involvement and 
obligation factor and as a record of the reading time 
engaged in by the child. The children were expected to read 
at least 15 minutes per day, five days per week. If for 
each of twenty days in a calendar month, a child spent 15 
minutes reading with the parent or witnessed by the parent 
and returned the signed contract to school, the child was 
then credited with that month's participation in the 
program. 
Since "Reading For Fun" was a voluntary program, 
various external rewards were awarded each month as 
incentives to help maintain participation in the program 
(See Appendix E). A district-wide adoption by community 
businesses provided the support needed to fund the 
incentives for the children in the recreational reading 
program. Although the goal of the program was to include 
everyone, it was a voluntary program, including only the 
students who chose to participate. 
School Selection 
In the first year of the study, the Sub-District 
provided an alphabetized list comprised of the nineteen 
schools in the sub-district. Every third school was 
selected from the list to participate in the study. These 
targeted schools totaled six in number . 
.Q._ata Collection 
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In the first year of the study, the sub-district 
provided data profile sheets, that had been completed by 
teachers, on 1397 children from the six targeted schools, in 
grades 3, 4, and 5. The data profile sheets provided the 
following information on the children: 1) name; 2) 
identification number; 3) school; 4) grade; 5) ITBS Reading 
comprehension Scores for 1985, 1986 and 1987; and 6) 
participant/non-participant status in the recreational 
reading program. 
Although 1987 ended the first year of the three year 
recreational reading program, data from 1985 and 1986 test 
scores were provided, so that baseline data could be 
established for the children in the study. The baseline 
data was needed in order to determine if there was a 
significant difference between the reading scores of the 
participants and non-participants before the recreational 
reading program started. The 1985 and 1986 scores provide 
that data. 
In the second year of the study, the sub-district 
provided data profile sheets, that had been updated by the 
teachers, on the same 1397 children from the six targeted 
schools. Approximately 5% of the students had transferred 
to schools within the targeted school group, and 
approximately 5% had transferred out of the district. In 
the third year of the study, the same data collection and 
updating procedures were followed. The attribution rate 
remained constant. 
subiects 
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In order to prevent attribution, the sample for this 
investigation was selected in the third year of the study. 
It should be noted for the purpose of clarity, that the same 
children were followed throughout this study. Due to 
attrition, the 1397 children who started the first year, 
were reduced to 1252 by the third year when the sample was 
selected. The sample was selected at random from the 1252 
subjects, in six schools and three grades, that were 
initially provided by the district. 
The subjects were divided according to grade and group. 
The grades were identified as 3, 4, and 5, even though they 
changed as the years passed. The groups were identified as 
participant and non-participant. Participant was defined as 
a subject who had participated in the recreational reading 
program for three consecutive years. Non-participant was 
defined as a subject who had never participated in the 
recreational reading program. Students who dropped in or 
out of the program were not eligible to be selected in the 
sample. 
The subjects were ranked in the computer by grade and 
by identification number, from lowest to the highest number. 
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Every third child was selected as part of the sample if 
he/she met the criteria of the group. The selection process 
was continued until 250 participants in 3, 4, and 5th grades 
were selected and 250 non-participants in 3, 4, and 5th 
grade were selected. There were 168 students in the third 
grade, 166 students in the fourth grade and 166 students in 
the fifth grade. The student were not identified according 
to school because this was a district-wide study. 
Each grade was divided equally into two groups of 
students, those who participated in the recreational reading 
program for three consecutive years (the experimental group) 
and those who never participated in the recreational reading 
program (the control group). Data were also provided by 
children, parents and teachers through surveys and 
interviews. 
Research Questions 
Since the purpose of this study was to determine if a 
consistent (15 minutes of reading per day), systematic (over 
3 years) recreational reading program aided by a 
motivational agenda and parental involvement would bring 
about increased reading achievement in urban, disadvantaged, 
African American children, the following research questions 
were addressed: 
1) Was there a significant difference between the 
reading increases of standardized test scores of 
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children who read recreationally and children who 
did not read recreationally? 
2) What was the effect of recreational reading on the 
children who engaged in it over time? 
3) What was the impact of motivation on recreational 
reading? 
4) What were the components of motivation in 
recreational reading? 
5) What was the value of recreational reading to 
children, parents and teachers? 
Description of Treatment Methods 
For a period of three years, two hundred and fifty 
children (experimental group) in third, fourth and fifth 
grades read, or were read to, recreationally, outside of 
school, for at least 15 minutes per day 5 days per week. 
The parents verified this treatment with signed contracts 
which were returned to the teacher on a monthly basis. It 
should be noted that the children were allowed to read 
whatever they desired, that is, to select their own reading 
materials. Two hundred and fifty children (control group) 
in third, fourth and fifth grades did not read 
recreationally, outside of school during the 3 year time 
period. 
The two independent variables to be investigated in 
this study were: 
1) Grade - which consisted of three levels; third, 
fourth, and fifth. 
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2) Group - which consisted of two groups. Group 1 
was comprised of the participants in the program 
and Group 2 was comprised of the non-participants 
in the program. 
The dependent variable in this study was the students' 
scores from the Reading Comprehension subtest of the Iowa 
Tests of Basic Skills (Hieronymus, Lindquist, and Hoover, 
1983). The dependent variable utilized the reading 
comprehension subtest for level 9-14, and forms 7 and 8 for 
grades 3 through 8. 
The present study utilized grade-equivalent scores 
obtained from forms 7 and 8 of the reading comprehension 
subtest. Grade-equivalent scores were used to express 
performance in terms of grade levels. The unit of 
measurement was one-tenth of a school year's growth. 
In order to obtain normative data descriptive of 
achievement in the nation's schools and to establish 
statistical reliability and validity of these tests, 
national standardization programs took place in 1982. The 
1982 norms were established by retesting subsamples of 
schools from the original 1977-78 standardization 
(approximately 16,000 to 19,000 students per grade were used 
in establishing fall norms in 1977). The 1982 norms were 
based on approximately 1500 students per grade tested in the 
fall of 1981 and approximately 1000 students per grade 
tested in the spring of 1982. A total of 165 school 
districts were sampled. 
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criteria used in selecting and weighing were region, 
size of school district, family income and education. 
special percentile rank norms were also available for region 
of the country, large city schools and school districts with 
low socioeconomic status. 
Validity of the ITBS was evaluated in terms of content 
and construct validity. Content validity was examined by a 
combination of empirical and judgmental procedures, 
including evaluation by representative professionals from 
diverse cultural groups and is presented in the ITBS Manual 
for School Administrators, "Validity and Reliability of the 
Tests," (Hieronymus, et al., 1983). 
Construct validity was addressed by examining three 
types of information: 1) interrelationships among subtests 
in the battery 2) long term stability of the scores and 3) 
the relationship of scores on other measures of achievement 
and ability. Test items were reviewed by educators of 
diverse cultural backgrounds "for possible racial, regional, 
cultural or sex bias ... " (Hieronymus, et al., 1983, p. 
114), which is important considering the present study's 
African American population. Test items were also reviewed 
by staff members of minority groups for possible content-
opportunity bias. After the tests were assembled, they were 
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reviewed by panels of representatives of minority groups and 
changes were made to remove potential sources of bias 
(Hieronymus, et al., 1983, p. 2) 
Reliability was also addressed. The extent to which 
the test yielded consistent results from one test 
administration to another, from one form to another and from 
one item to another was known as internal consistency 
reliability, and was reported in Kuder-Richardson Formula 
#20 coefficients and standard errors of measurement in raw 
score units (Airasian, 1985). The internal consistency 
reliability analysis (K-R 20) coefficient for Forms 7 and 8 
produced scores that ranged from .89 to .96 for the reading 
comprehension subtest. 
Research Design 
It was not possible to investigate cause-and-effect 
relationships in this study because the educational setting 
did not allow for control of all relevant variables. It was 
necessary, therefore, to utilize a quasi-experimental design 
which was characterized by methods of partial control rather 
than total control as in true experimental research. Isaac 
and Michael (1984) described quasi-experimental research in 
the following manner: 
Quasi-experimental research typically involves 
applied settings where it is not possible to 
control all the relevant variables but only some 
of them. Therefore, this research is 
characterized by methods of partial control based 
on a careful identification of factors influencing 
both internal and external validity (p. 54). · 
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When the internal validity of this design was checked, 
the question was asked: Did the independent variable 
(recreational reading) really produce a change in the 
dependent variable (standardized reading test scores)? Care 
had to be taken to insure that "extraneous variables did not 
produce an effect that could be mistaken for the effect of" 
recreational reading (Isaac and Michael, 1984, p. 60). 
Threats to internal validity included maturation and 
interaction of selection (volunteers and non-volunteers). 
Analysis of variance, Tukey's studentized range test and the 
student Newman-Keuls Test were utilized in the design to 
control for extraneous variance. If changes in reading 
scores occurred as a result of the treatment method 
(recreational reading), the factorial design would allow 
analysis of its effect. Problems which occurred during the 
course of this investigation will be discussed in Chapter 
IV. 
External validity dealt with "generalizability or 
representativeness of the experimental findings" (Isaac and 
Michaels, 1984, p. 62). In terms of external validity, this 
question was asked: What relevance did the findings 
concerning the effect of recreational reading have beyond 
the confines of this experiment? That is, to what subject 
populations or settings could these figures be generalized 
(Isaac and Michael, 1984)? 
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Threats to external validity included generalizability 
and interactive effects of selection. In order to 
strengthen the external validity of this design, the 
population to which the results applied were described in 
detail and in advance, that is, before the experiment was 
conducted. In addition a random sample was drawn from this 
population. Isaac and Michael (1984) made the following 
statement: 
An experimenter can strengthen the external 
validity of his design if he describes the 
population to which the results will apply before 
he conducts the experiment. If he draws a random 
sample from this predetermined population and 
exposes the sample to X, he can make the following 
generalization: The effect that X had on the 
sample population will be the same for the 
population that the sample represents (p. 62). 
The researcher will generalize to the population of African 
American students enrolled in the sub-district that is 
included in this study. 
Statistical Analysis 
A major characteristic of an effective research design 
is that is controls for variance. A repeated measures, 
longitudinal design using analysis of variance, Tukey's 
Studentized Range Test and the student Newman-Keuls Test as 
detailed by Kirk (1985) were utilized in this study. The F 
Test was used to address the first research question because 
"factorial analysis of variance is the statistical method 
that analyzes the independent and interactive effects of two 
or more independent variables on a dependent variable 
(Kerlinger, 1967). 
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The level of significance for the F Test was set at .01 
because of the following concerns: 
1. Maturation (Repeated measures controlled for 
maturation.) 
2. Paucity of research establishing recreational 
reading as a main effect. (A review of the 
literature, which investigated the effect of 
recreational reading, confirmed the hypothesis 
that recreational reading effects reading 
achievement. This however, was a confirmatory 
hypothesis (Campbell and Stanley, 1963) in that 
the dependent variable was an increase in reading 
achievement, but subjects varied in age and socio-
economic status, and did not include African 
American, urban subjects as a group.) 
The design for the proposed study constituted a two-way 
(3 x 2) factorial design. Statistical analysis performed to 
test the research question consisted of using an ANOVA 
procedure among ITBS test scores to determine if differences 
in the dependent measures between experimental and control 
groups were significantly different. Use of this design 
allowed for analysis of interaction effects among variables. 
Analysis was conducted utilizing the statistical package for 
(SAS) repeated measures ANOVA. 
bJtalytic Paradigm 
Group I 
Group II 
3 
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Tukey's studentized Range Test and the student Newman-
Keuls Test were utilized for post hoc analysis. These tests 
can be used to test the differences between any pairs of 
means after an analysis of variance (Norusis, 1988). 
Surveys and Interviews 
In order to answer research questions 3 through 5, data 
were collected from six sources: teacher surveys, student 
surveys, parent surveys, teacher interviews, student 
interviews and parent interviews. These instruments were 
reviewed by the Loyola University Evaluation team (see 
Appendix F). In addition, all surveys and interviews were 
validated through an examination of content by Loyola 
University Evaluation team members (Austin, Behar, Frey, 
Hill, Jagielski, Mankowsky, and Mines) and through a pilot 
test. Survey and interview items were reworded, added or 
dropped by the Loyola Team based on the results of the pilot 
study. The team assisted in the present study by 
interviewing teachers and delivering completed surveys to 
the researcher. The following is a description of each data 
source. 
Teacher Surveys/Interviews 
Teacher surveys and interviews included the teachers at 
the six schools represented in this study. The instrument 
containing ten multiple choice and short answer questions 
was developed to determine: 
l) What teachers did to motivate children to read 
recreationally. 
2) What teachers knew about their students reasons for 
reading recreationally. 
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3) What value they placed on recreational reading. 
Appendix B contains the items used in the teacher survey and 
interview. 
Student Surveys/Interviews 
Surveys and interviews were completed by students at 
six schools who participated "Reading For Fun" program. The 
instrument containing eight multiple choice and short answer 
questions was developed to determine: 
1) What motivated them to read recreationally, 
2) What value they placed on recreational reading. 
Appendix c contains the items used in the student survey and 
interview. 
Parent Surveys/Interviews 
Surveys and interviews were completed by parents of the 
student participants. A survey and interview instrument 
containing ten multiple choice and short answer questions 
was developed to determine: 
1) What parents did to motivate their children 
recreationally. 
2) What parents knew about their children's reasons 
for reading recreationally. 
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3) What value parents placed on recreational reading. 
Appendix D contains the items used in the student survey and 
interview. 
Teacher, student and parent interviews were conducted, 
using the same questions as the surveys. The same questions 
were used in order to validate survey responses and to 
clarify negative responses. 
Data from reading tests scores, surveys and interviews 
were consolidated to address the research questions. The 
results will be reported in Chapter IV. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
The major purpose of this investigation was to 
determine if there was a significant difference between the 
reading increases of standardardized test scores of children 
who read recreationally (at home) over a three year period 
and children who did not read recreationally (at home) over 
a three year period. The results from the statistical 
analysis as well as the results from the surveys and 
interviews are presented in this chapter. For 
clarification, the research questions appear in Figure 1 and 
serve as subheadings as each specific issue is addressed. 
Analysis of variance was used to test the first 
research question. For additional clarification, a 
recapitulation of the analytic paradigm is included in 
Figure 2. Further testing of this question was accomplished 
by performing Tukey's Studentized Range Test and The Student 
Newman-Keuls Test. These analyses are discussed in this 
chapter under the heading "Ancillary Statistical Analyses". 
In this investigation, data were not considered 
statistically significant unless the F-Test revealed a level 
of confidence that was less than or equal to .01. 
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The analysis of data was performed on the Loyola 
university IBM 3081 mainframe computer. The computer 
program chosen for this purpose was the Statistical 
Application System (SAS). The results of the surveys and 
interviews were reported according to the subheading that 
was addressed. For each subheading, there is a table 
summarizing the data from the survey and interview items 
that were related to the subheading, as well as a discussion 
of the results. 
Figure 1 
Research Questions 
1) was there a significant difference between the reading 
increases of standardized test scores of children who 
read recreationally and children who did not read 
recreationally? 
2) What was the effect of recreational reading on the 
children who engaged in it over time? 
3) What was the impact of motivation on recreational 
reading? 
4) What were the components of motivation in recreational 
reading? 
5) What was the value of recreational reading to children, 
parents and teachers? 
Figure 2 
~capitulation of Analytic Paradigm 
Grade 
Group 
Recreational 1 
Reading 
No Recreational 2 
Reading 
3 
N = 84 
N = 84 
4 
N 
N 
Dependent Variable 
= 83 
= 83 
ITBS Reading Comprehension 
Sub-Test Scores 
Research Question #1 
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5 
N = 83 
N = 83 
Was there a significant difference between the reading 
increases of Standardized test scores of children who read 
recreationally and children who did not read recreationally? 
This research question was designed to determine the 
value of recreational reading in facilitating greater 
reading increases on standardized reading comprehension 
tests. It should be noted that the children are tested at 
the end of the academic year. The test scores of the 
children during the intervention are contained in Table 1. 
In order to determine whether or not test scores were 
significantly different, a repeated measures, longitudinal 
design using analysis of variance was utilized. The F-tests 
were performed on the test scores of the children. 
F-Tests were used to determine the interactive effects 
of two independent variables (grade and group) on the 
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Table 1 
g_omparison of Group 1 Cthe experimental group) and Group 2 
Lthe control group) !TBS Reading Comprehension Scores During 
the Intervention 
variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Treatment Groups Group 1 Grade 
Test Score 1987 3.54 3rd 0.92 
Test Score 1988 4.53 4th 1. 21 
Test Score 1989 5.59 5th 1. 07 
Group 1 
Test Score 1987 4.64 4th 1. 02 
Test Score 1988 5.75 5th 1. 00 
Test Score 1989 6.89 6th 1.14 
Group 1 
Test Score 1987 5.27 5th 1.24 
Test Score 1988 6.78 6th 1.48 
Test Score 1989 7.97 7th 1.14 
Control Groups Group 2 
Test Score 1987 3.00 3rd 0.79 
Test Score 1988 3.58 4th 0.91 
Test Score 1989 4.32 5th 0.85 
Group 2 
Test Score 1987 4.03 4th 1. 06 
Test Score 1988 4.78 5th 1.40 
Test Score 1989 5.31 6th 1.46 
Group 2 
Test Score 1987 4.32 5th 1. 04 
Test Score 1988 5.10 6th 1.12 
Test Score 1989 6.12 7th 0.88 
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dependent variable (ITBS Reading Test Scores). It must be noted 
bowever, that the analysis of variance F-Tests did not pinpoint 
~hich means were significantly different from each other 
(Norusis, 1988, p. 267). The value of the F-Test is found in its 
ability to reveal to the investigator that there was a difference 
between the experimental and control groups. 
Table 2 (2 way interactions) and Table 3 (3 way 
interactions) revealed that there was a significant difference 
between the test scores for the experimental and control groups. 
oata contained in Table 2 revealed the following: 
Table 2 
Analysis of Variance for Dependent Variable CITBS Reading Conprehension Subtest Scores>: 2 Way Interactions 
Experimental and Control Groups 
2 Way Interactions 
OF 
Source of SI.Ill of Degrees of Mean F 
Variation Squares Freedom Square Ratio p 
(Hean) Main effects 43909.72870 1 43909.72870 13357.07 0.000 
Grade 1335.90714 2 667.95357 203.19 0.000 
Group 583.63140 1 583.63140 
(Grade 
& Explained 63.40274 2 31. 70137 9.64 0.001 
Group) 
(Error) Residual 1623.96413 494 3.28738 
Total 1687.36687 496 
1. Statistically significant differences exist for the main 
effect of Grade using test scores as the dependent variable. 
2. Statistically significant differences exist for the main 
effect of Group using test scores as the dependent variable. 
3. Statistically significant differences exist for the main 
effect in the 2 way interaction of Grade by Group using test 
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scores as the dependent variable. 
oata contained in Table 3, revealed the following: 
Table 3 
Analysis of variance for Dependent Variable CITBS Reading CO!!prehension Subtest Scores): 3 ~ay Interactions 
-
Experimental and Control Groups 
3 ~ay Interactions 
DF 
source of SI.Ill of Degrees of Mean F 
variation Squares Freedom Square Ratio p 
(Time) Main effects 4167.87596 4 1041.96899 2472.38 0.000 
Time & Grades 20.63168 8 2.57896 6.12 0.000 
Time & Groups 94.31841 4 23.57960 55.95 0.000 
(Time, 
Grades 
& Explained 3.35883 8 0.41985 1.00 0.437 
Groups) 
(Error) Residual 832.n151 1976 0.42144 
Total 836.1304 1984 
1. Statistically significant differences exist for the main 
effects of time and grades using test scores as the 
dependent variable. 
2. Statistically significant differences exist for the main 
effects of time and groups using test scores as the 
dependent variable. 
3. Statistically significant differences do not exist for the 
main effects of the 3-way interaction of time, grade and 
group using test scores as the dependent variable. 
It was apparent that a large number of differences were 
significant. It was therefore necessary to engage multiple 
comparison procedures in order to pinpoint the differences 
that were valuable to this study. 
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Multiple comparison procedures protect the investigator 
against calling too many differences significant and are 
used to identify pairs of means that are significantly 
different from each other (Norusis, 1989, p. 263). 
Ancillary Statistical Analyses 
Tukey's Studentized Range Test and the Student Newman-
Keuls Test were the multiple comparison procedures utilized 
for post hoc analysis in this investigation. 
A simple t-test could have been calculated for all 
possible pairs of means but the multiple comparison 
procedures were chosen because of the following reasons 
provided by Norisus: 
Multiple comparison procedures protect you from 
calling too many differences significant. They 
adjust for the number of comparisons you're 
making. The more comparisons you're making, the 
larger the difference between pairs of means must 
be for a multiple comparison procedure to report a 
significant differences. So, you get different 
results from multiple t-tests and from multiple 
comparison procedures. Differences that the t-
tests find significant may not be significant 
based on multiple comparison procedures. When you 
use a multiple comparison procedure, you can be 
more confident that you're finding true 
differences (Norisus, 1988, p. 263). 
Tukey's Test was described by Kirk (1985) as "one of 
the most widely used a posteriori procedures for evaluating 
all pairwise comparisons among means" (p. 116). It was used 
in this investigation to confirm the presence of learning, 
maturation and growth for all students (both experimental 
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and control groups). Table 4 shows that all 3rd, 4th and 
5th graders had reading increases great enough to reflect a 
significant difference among the means from one year to the 
next year from 1987 to 1989. 
Table 4 
Tukey's Studentized Range Test for Variable: Maturation 
significance at .01 Mean Norm Time 
3rd Grade (N = 168) 
significant 3.27 3.9 (1986-87) 
Significant 4.06 4.9 (1987-88) 
significant 4.96 5.9 (1988-89) 
4th Grade (N = 166) 
Significant 4.34 4.9 (1986-87) 
significant 5.27 5.9 (1987-88) 
Significant 6.11 6.9 (1988-89) 
5th Grade (N = 166) 
Significant 4.78 5.9 (1986-87) 
Significant 5.94 6.9 (1987-88) 
Significant 7.05 7.9 (1988-89) 
Total = 500 
(all children in the study) 
Table 5 added to the confirmation by revealing a 
significant difference between each grade level of the 
children in the study. Grade 3 was significantly different 
when compared to grade 4 and grade 4 was significantly 
different when compared to grade 5. The same was true for 
each time period from 1987 to 1989. These numerous 
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Table 5 
Tukey's studentized Range Test for Variable: Grade 
comparison 
significance at .01 Mean N Grade 
Time 1 
(1984-1985) 
A 1. 63 168 3 (1st) 
B 2.40 166 4 (2nd) 
c 3.23 166 5 (3rd) 
Time 2 
(1985-1986) 
A 2.33 168 3 (2nd) 
B 3.32 166 4 (3rd) 
c 3.93 166 5 (4th) 
Time 3 
(1986-1987) 
A 3.27 168 3 (3rd) 
B 4.34 166 4 (4th) 
c 4.78 166 5 (5th) 
Time 4 
(1987-1988) 
A 4.06 168 3 (4th) 
B 5.26 166 4 (5th) 
c 5.94 166 5 (6th) 
Time 5 
(1988-1989) 
A 4.95 168 3 (5th) 
B 6.10 166 4 (6th) 
c 7.05 166 5 (7th) 
differences confirmed maturation and cause for the powerful 
significance reported in analyses of variance (see Table 2 
and 3). 
The Student Newman-Keuls Test, described by Kirk 
(1982), as "more powerful than Tukey•s Test" (p. 125) was 
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used to determine if there was a significant difference 
between each group within each grade. Herein lies the heart 
of the study. The results, presented in Tables 6 through 8 
yielded pertinent information. Data in Table 6 revealed the 
following: 
i. For 3rd graders, there was no significant differnce 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1984 to 1985. 
2. For 3rd graders, there was no significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1985 to 1986. 
3. For 3rd graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1986 to 1987. 
4. For 3rd graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1987 to 1988. 
5. For 3rd graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1988 to 1989. 
Table 6 
StudentLNewman-Keuls Test For Variable - Grade 3 
Significance at .01 Mean Group N Time 
Not 1. 70 1 84 
Significant 1.56 2 84 (1984-85) 
Not 2.37 1 84 
Significant 2.29 2 84 (1985-86) 
3.54 1 84 
Significant 3.00 2 84 (1986-87) 
4.53 1 84 
Significant 3.58 2 84 (1987-88) 
5.59 1 84 
Significant 4.32 2 84 (1988-89) 
oata in Table 7 revealed the following: 
1 • For 4th graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1984 to 1985. 
2. For 4th graders, there was no significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1985 to 1986. 
3. For 4th graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1986 to 1987. 
4. For 4th graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1987 to 1988. 
5. For 4th graders, there was a signifcant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1988 tp 1989. 
Table 7 
Student/Newman-Keuls Test For Variable - Grade 4 
Significance at .01 Mean Group N Time 
2.61 1 83 
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Significant 2.19 2 83 (1984-85) 
Not 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
3.36 
3.18 
4.64 
4.03 
5.75 
4.78 
6.89 
5.31 
1 83 
2 83 
1 83 
2 83 
1 83 
2 83 
1 83 
2 83 
Data reported in Table 8 revealed the following: 
(1985-86) 
(1986-87) 
(1987-88) 
(1988-89) 
1. For 5th graders, there was no significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1984 to 1985. 
,. 
2 • For 5th graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1985 to 1986. 
3. For 5th graders, that was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1986 to 1987. 
4. For 5th graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1987 to 1988. 
5. For 5th graders, there was a significant difference 
between group 1 and group 2 in 1988 to 1989. 
Table 8 
Student/Newman-Keuls Test For Variable - Grade 5 
significance at .01 Mean Group N Time 
Not 3.26 1 83 
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Significant 3.19 2 83 (1984-85) 
4.18 1 83 
Significant 3.68 2 83 (1985-86) 
5.27 1 83 
Significant 4.32 2 83 (1986-87) 
6.78 1 83 
Significant 5.10 2 83 (1987-88) 
7.97 1 83 
Significant 6.12 2 83 (1988-89) 
Examination of these tests results revealed that there was a 
significant difference between the standardized reading 
tests scores of children who read recreationally at home, 
over a three year period, and the standardized reading test 
scores of children who did not read recreationally at home, 
r 
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over a three year period. 
Discussion is warranted concerning the additional time 
periods. It is important to note that additional time 
periods were examined in order to determine the interaction 
of selection. When volunteers (self-selected groups) and 
non-volunteers are compared, there is a strong possibility 
that the volunteers or self-selectors are a superior group 
(Isaac and Michael, 1984). In this case it was necessary to 
determine if the experimental group was superior to the 
control group, in reading, before the treatment started. 
Results from Table 6 (3rd graders) revealed that there 
was no significant difference between group 1 (the 
experimental group) and group 2 (the control group) test 
scores one year before the intervention nor two years before 
the intervention. These results suggested homogeneity of 
the groups and dispelled the possibility of group 1 being 
initially superior. Further examination of Table 6 revealed 
that there was a significant difference between the test 
scores of the experimental and control groups during the 3 
years of the intervention. These results suggested that 
recreational reading had an effect in terms of increasing 
the test scores, on 3rd grade children who engaged in it. 
Results from Table 7 (4th graders) revealed that there 
was a significant difference between group 1 and group 2 
test scores in 1984 to 1985. Group 2 (the control group) 
however, gained more than group 1 from 1984-1985 in the time 
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period of 1985-1986. The year before the intervention, 
there was no significant difference between the two groups. 
These results suggested that group 1 was not superior to 
group 2, in reading, before the intervention. During the 3 
years of the intervention, there was a significant 
difference between group 1 and group 2. These results 
indicated that recreational reading had an effect, in terms 
of increasing the test scores, on 4th graders who engaged in 
it. 
Results from Table 8 (6th graders) revealed that there 
was no significant difference between group 1 and group 2 
test scores during time period one but there was a 
significant difference between group 1 and group 2 test 
scores during time period of 1985 to 1986 (the year before 
the intervention). These results make it more difficult to 
determine the effectiveness of recreational reading for this 
grade because there was a significant difference between 
group 1 and group 2 reading scores before the intervention. 
It should be noted however that there was a significant 
difference between group 1 and group 2 during the 3 year 
intervention and it is probable that recreational reading 
had an effect on the test scores of these 6th graders also. 
Further discussion of these group results will take place in 
Chapter v. 
Research Question 2 
What was the effect of recreational reading on the 
children who engaged in it over time? 
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This question was designed to determine if the test 
scores of the children who engaged in the recreational 
reading intervention increased, decreased or stayed the 
same, over time, in relationship to the children who did not 
engage in the intervention. Tables 9 through 11 display the 
mean score differences for each grade and group over time. 
Results of the tables revealed the following: 
1) The reading test scores of 3rd graders who read 
recreationally increased to a level that was 1.27 
greater than the 3rd graders who did not read 
recreationally over a three year period of time. 
2) The reading test scores of 4th graders who read 
recreationally increased to a level that was 1.58 
greater than the 4th graders who did not read 
recreationally over a three year period of time. 
3) The reading test scores of 5th graders who read 
recreationally increased to a level that was 1.85 
greater than the 5th graders who did not read 
recreationally over a three year period of time. 
These results revealed that the three grades 
participating in the treatment (recreational reading, 15 
minutes per day, 5 days per week over three years) achieved 
greater gains in reading comprehension on the ITBS than the 
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Table 9 
Mean Score Differences (* significant difference at . 01) -
Grade 3 
Group Mean Diff N Time 
1 1. 70 .14 84 
2 1.56 84 {1984-85) 
1 2.37 .08 84 
2 2.29 84 {1985-86) 
1 3.54 
* 
.54 84 
2 3.00 84 {1986-87) 
1 4.53 
* 
.95 84 
2 3.58 84 {1987-88) 
1 5.59 •1.27 84 
2 4.32 84 {1988-89) 
Table 10 
Mean Score Difference (* Significant Difference at • 01) -
Grade 4 
Group Mean Diff N Time 
1 2.61 
* 
.42 83 
2 2.19 83 {1984-85) 
1 3.46 .28 83 
2 3.18 83 {1985-86) 
1 4.64 
* 
.61 83 
2 4.03 83 {1986-87) 
1 5.75 
* 
.97 83 
2 4.78 83 (1987-88) 
1 6.89 •1.58 83 
2 5.31 83 (1988-89) 
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Table 11 
M..ean Score Difference (* Significant Difference at • Oll -
Grade 5 
Group Mean Dif f N Time 
1 3.26 .07 83 
2 3.19 83 (1984-85) 
1 4.18 
* 
.so 83 
2 3.68 83 (1985-86) 
1 5.27 
* 
.95 83 
2 4.32 83 (1986-87) 
1 6.78 •1.68 83 
2 5.10 83 (1987-88) 
1 7.97 •1.85 83 
2 6.12 83 (1988-89) 
three control grades. The differences in scores ranged from 
.54 to at least 1.27 for all grades during the intervention. 
Survey and Interview Results 
As indicated in Chapter III, a number of surveys and 
personal interviews were conducted with children, parents 
and teachers who participated in the recreational reading 
program. Although 250 children were involved in this part 
of the study, Table 12 describes in detail, the students, 
parents and teachers who responded to the surveys and 
interviews. 
Human subject release forms that gave permission to 
administer the survey and interview went home with the 
reading contracts for two consecutive months. Prizes and 
r 
' 
' 
incentives during those months were attached to returning 
the contract along with the human subjects form (see 
Appendix E). When the two month period was over, the 
teachers administered the survey. Two hundred and twenty 
surveys were completed by the children and 50 of those 
children were personally interviewed at their schools. 
One hundred and twenty four surveys were completed by 
the parents who participated with their children in the 
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recreational reading program. Fifty parent interviews were 
conducted, 13 in person at various schools and 37 by 
telephone. 
Sixty teachers, 10 at each of the 6 schools in the 
study, completed surveys (received one week before the 
interview) and handed them in at the time of the interview. 
The following pages set forth the results of the survey 
and interview items that were related to each research 
question. Survey and interview items were the same, and for 
the most part, data collected from interviews served to 
confirm, explain or clarify information obtained in the 
survey. The wording of some choices and respones have been 
abbreviated. Some survey and interview items may not be 
reported in the numerical order used in the instrument. For 
each survey and interview item, there is a table summarizing 
the data and a discussion of the results. Further 
discussion of each research question will take place in the 
final chapter. 
, 
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Table 12 
~urvev and Interview Profile of Students, Parents and 
!_eachers 
student survey n = 220 
85 grade 3 (*5) 
62 grade 4 ( *6) 
73 grade 5 (*7) 
student Interview n = 50 
17 grade 3 (*5) 
16 grade 4 ( *6) 
16 grade 5 (*7) 
Parent Survey n = 124 
47 grade 3 (*5) 
41 grade 4 ( *6) 
36 grade 5 (*7) 
Parent Interview n = 50 
17 grade 3 (*5) 
18 grade 4 (*6) 
15 grade 5 (*7) 
Teacher Survey and Interview n = 60 
12 grade 3 (*3) 
12 grade 4 (*4) 
12 grade 5 (*5) 
12 grade 6 (*6) 
12 grade 7 (*7) 
(*) grade in 1989 
Research Question 3 
What was the impact of motivation on recreational 
reading? 
Based on Maehr's (1984) Theory of Personal Investment 
and Goal Categories (see Chapter II) the children who 
participated in the recreational reading program for three 
consecutive years met the criteria for being motivated and 
therefore, should have expressed and displayed definite 
feelings and actions toward recreational reading. Four 
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survey/interview items addressed these feelings and actions 
(behaviors) and reflected the impact of motivation on 
recreational reading: student item one, student item two, 
parent item six and parent item seven. On student item one 
(see Table 13) over 80% of the children indicated that they 
liked to read a lot. In contrast, less than 4% said they 
did not like to read. These figures revealed definite 
feelings concerning reading on the part of the student. 
These results are related to task goals and will be 
discussed in Chapter V. 
Table 13 
Student Survey/Interview - Item 1 
#1 - Do you like to read? 
N = 220 ___L 
a. yes, a lot 178 80.9 
b. yes, a little 34 15.5 
c. no, not really 8 3.6 
Student Interview 
N = 50 ~ __o_ 
a. yes, a lot 42 84 
b. yes, a little 6 12 
c. no, not really 2 4 
Student item two (See Table 14) was included to 
determine the degree to which the children were motivated 
Table 14 
student Survey/Interview - Item 2 
#2 - Do you read without someone telling you to read? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
yes, a lot 
yes, a little 
no, not really 
yes, a lot 
yes, a little 
no, not really 
N = 220 
121 
73 
26 
Student Interview 
N = 50 
28 
18 
4 
_%_ 
55.0 
33.2 
11.8 
_%_ 
56 
36 
8 
enough to read without being told to read by a parent or 
teacher. Over half of the students said they "read a lot" 
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without someone telling them to read. Thirty per cent more 
read "sometimes" without the urging of an adult. 
Parent item six (Table 15) was included to see if the 
parents of the children could detect changes in the reading 
habits of their children, and if so, what changes took 
place. More than 80% of the parents said their child's 
reading habits had changed since they had been in the 
program. Fifty five percent of the parents said the change 
they had seen was the reading their child did without being 
asked or told to do so by an adult. This item substantiated 
the response of the children in student item two. 
Approximately one fourth of the parents said their children 
brought more books home to read and 16% reported that their 
children read a greater variety of books. The impact of 
r 
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Table 15 
£Slrent survey/Interview - Item 6 
Parent Survey 
#6 can you see a difference in your child's reading habits 
since he/she has been in the program? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
If 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
Yes 
No 
I don't know/I'm not sure 
No response 
yes, what has changed? 
read a greater variety of books 
gets more books from the 
reads without being told 
other 
(reads better - 5 
reads more - 2 
No response - 1) 
library 
Parent Interview 
N = 220 
105 
10 
5 
4 
N = 105 
17 
22 
58 
8 
_%_ 
84.7 
8.1 
4.0 
3.2 
_L 
16.1 
21.9 
55.0 
7.0 
#6 can you see a difference in your child's reading habits 
since he/she bas been in the program? 
N = 50 _L 
a. Yes 45 90.0 
b. No 4 8.0 
c. I don't know/I'm not sure 1 2.0 
d. No response 0 0 
If yes, what bas changed? 
N = 45 _%_ 
a. read a greater variety of books 7 15.6 
b. gets more books from the library 10 22.2 
c. reads without being told 27 60.0 
d. other 1 2.2 
(reads better out loud - 1) 
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motivation on recreational reading will be discussed further 
in the final chapter. 
Research Question 4 
What were the components of motivation in recreational 
reading? 
This question was designed to determine what motivated 
the children to read recreationally. Nine items addressed 
this question. The first item asked students why they 
participated in a recreational reading program (Table 16) 
that required them to read 15 minutes per day, 5 days per 
week. The majority (37.8%) of the students stated that they 
participated because they liked to read everyday. The 
second greated response (26.8%) was that they participated 
because their parents wanted them to engage in the program. 
Nineteen percent of the children participated get a prize 
and 12.1% participated because they wanted to become better 
readers. 
When the parents were asked why they felt their 
children participated in the program (Table 17) their 
greatest response (47.6%) was the same as their children's, 
that is, they participated because they like to read. In 
constrast to their children, their second greatest response 
(22.6) was that their children wanted to become better 
readers. The parents' responses followed with, the children 
participated because they (the parents) required them to do 
so (12%), the children enjoyed getting prizes (8.9%) and 
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Table 16 
.s,_tudent survey/Interview - Item 5 
Student Survey 
#5 Why do you participate in the Reading For Fun Program? 
N = 220 _%_ 
a. Parent wants me to (participate) 59 26.8 
b. to get a prize 42 19.1 
c. To become a better reader 27 12.1 
d. I like to read everyday 83 37.8 
e. other 9 4.2 
(Teacher wants participation - 5 
To increase test scores - 4) 
Student Interview 
N = 50 _%_ 
a. Parent wants me to (participate) 14 28 
b. to get a prize 11 22 
c. to become a better reader 4 8 
d. I like to read everyday 20 40 
e. other 1 2 
(Teacher insists - 1) 
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Table 17 
parent survey/Interview - Item 10 
Parent Survey 
#10 Why does your child participate in the Reading For Fun 
Program? 
N = 124 _L 
a. Likes to read 59 47.6 
b. wants to read better 28 22.6 
c. Enjoys the prizes 11 8.9 
d. teacher requires participation 11 8.9 
e. I want/require my child to 
participate 15 12 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 _L 
a. Likes to read 25 50 
b. Wants to read better 9 18 
c. Enjoys the prizes 5 10 
d. Teacher requires participation 4 8 
e. I want/require my child to 
participate 7 14 
because the children's teachers required that they 
participate (8.9%). 
When teachers were asked to name the main reason their 
students gave for participating in the program (Table 18) 
their greatest response was the same as the children and 
parents, that is, they liked to read (45%). One third of 
the teachers however, responded that the children 
participated because they enjoyed receiving the prizes. 
Fifteen percent of the teachers said their students' main 
reason for participating in the program was because their 
parents require them to do so. Wanting to become a better 
Table 18 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 6 
#6 What is the main reason your students give for 
participating in the recreational reading program? 
Responses reported from greater to smaller % 
N = 60 
a. they like to read 27 
b. They like to receive rewards 12 
72 
% 
45 
20 
c. They want to become better readers 8 13.3 
d. Parents want them to participate 9 15.0 
e. They don't say 4 6.7 
reader was the main reason according to 13.3% of the 
teachers and 6.7% said their students did not give reasons 
for participation. These reported results will be analyzed 
in Chapter v. 
Teacher item 3 asked teachers what they had done to 
encourage or motivate their students to participate in the 
recreational reading program. Table 19 shows the responses 
provided by the teachers. They were asked to select or 
write-in all that appeared successful. 
As part of District and school support for the 
recreational reading program, prizes and incentives 
(Appendix E) were provided for the children who participated 
in the program and were distributed by the teachers. 
Therefore, it was not suprising to see 90% of the teachers 
indicate that they gave prizes for participation in the 
program in order to encourage and motivate their students. 
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Table 19 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 3 
#3 What have you done to encourage or motivate your 
students to participate in the recreational reading 
program? (select or write all that appear successful) 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j . 
Keep charts or records of books and/or 
materials read by the children 
Provide a variety of reading materials 
in the classroom 
Provide time for book sharing 
give prizes for greatest number of books 
read at home 
talk to children as a group regularly 
about participating in the recreational 
reading program 
give prizes for participation in the 
recreational reading program 
give certification for special/oral book 
reports 
keep visible charts of those who return 
the contracts 
talk to children individually about 
participating in the recreational reading 
program 
make extra trips to the library 
N = 60 
40 
48 
33 
24 
47 
54 
14 
7 
35 
4 
_L 
66.7 
80 
55 
40 
78.3 
90 
23.3 
11. 7 
58.3 
6.7 
Eighty percent of the teachers said they provided a variety 
of reading materials in the classroom, including classroom 
libraries with special check-out priveleges for the 
children. A large number of teachers said they talked to 
the children regularly about participation in the 
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recreational reading program, individually (58.3%) and as a 
group (78.3%). It was revealed that a substantial number of 
teachers kept charts or records of books and other materials 
read by the children (66.7%). Fifty-five percent of the 
teachers provided classroom time for book sharing and 40% 
said they gave prizes for the largest number of books read 
at home. One third of the teachers said they gave 
certificates for special or oral book reports, 11.7% said 
they kept visible charts of those who returned contracts and 
6.7% said they made extra trips to the school library when 
possible. 
The reading contract was a key factor in monitoring the 
reading of the student and keeping the parent involved. 
Getting the child to return the contract regularly took 
consistent reminding on the part of the teacher. Teacher 
item 5 (Table 20) asked the teachers how often they reminded 
the children about returning the contracts. The majority of 
the teachers responded that they reminded the children every 
week (48.3%). Over 26% of the teachers reminded the 
children monthly, 20% reminded them daily and 5% reminded 
them less than monthly. 
Teacher item 4 (Table 21) asked teachers what they had 
done to encourage and motivate the parents to participate in 
the program with their children. Ninety percent of the 
teachers indicated that they had contacted the parents, only 
10% revealed that they had not put forth an effort to 
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Table 20 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 5 
#5 How often do you remind the children to return the 
contract? 
N = 60 __ % 
a. daily 12 20 
b. weekly 29 48.3 
c. monthly 16 26.7 
d. less than monthly 3 5.0 
Table 21 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 4 
#4 What have you done to encourage or motivate the parents 
to participate in the recreational reading program? 
N = 60 __ % 
a. not much/nothing 6 10 
b. Contacted parent by phone 30 50 
c. Contacted parent by letter 17 28.3 
d. Contacted parent in person 4 6.7 
e. Other 3 5 
(Other = 3 responses of all of 
the above) 
contact the parents about the program. Of the 90% who 
contacted the parents 50% contacted them by phone, 28.3% by 
letter, 6.7% in person and 5% said they used phone, letter 
and personal contact. 
Parent item 2 (Table 22) asked the parents if their 
child's teacher had encouraged them to participate with 
their child in the recreational reading progam. Almost 90% 
of the parents said they had been contacted by the teacher, 
, 
! 
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Table 22 
parent Survey/Interview - Item 2 
Parent Survey 
#2 Has your child's teacher encouraged you to participate 
in the recreational reading program? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
yes 
no 
I'm not sure 
N = 124 
111 
10 
3 
If yes, how were you contacted? 
by phone 
by letter 
in person 
other 
yes 
no 
I'm not sure 
If yes, how were 
by phone 
by letter 
in person 
other 
N = 111 
66 
33 
13 
0 
Parent Interview 
you 
N = 50 
43 
5 
2 
contacted? 
N = 43 
24 
13 
6 
0 
_%_ 
89.5 
8.1 
2.4 
_%_ 
59.5 
29.8 
11. 7 
0 
_%_ 
86.0 
10.0 
4.0 
_%_ 
55.8 
30.2 
13.0 
0 
only 8.1% said no and 2.4% said they were not sure if the 
teacher had tried to contact them about the program. Of 
those who were contacted, 59.5% said they were contacted by 
phone, 29.8% said they were contacted by letter and 11.7% 
said they were contacted in person. Parents who were 
interviewed felt that the contact made by the teachers was 
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instrumental in getting them to make a serious committment 
to the program. 
Parent item 5 (Table 23) was included to determine how 
the parents usually participated with their children at 
home. Most of the parents (57.3%) said they noticed or 
observed their child reading, 27.4% said their child told 
them or let them know when and what they had read because 
they (the parents) were not always home. Others responded 
that that their child read to them (12.9%) and a few (2.4%) 
said that they read to their child. Considering the ages of 
the children, it was not expected that many of the parents 
would read to their children. These results will be 
discussed further in the final chapter. 
Table 23 
Parent Survey/Interview - Item 5 
Parent Survey 
#5 How do you usually participate with your child? 
N = 124 ___L 
a. my child reads to me 16 12.9 
b. I read to my child 3 2.4 
c. I notice or observe my child reading 3 2.4 
d. I am not always home but my child 
tells me when he/she reads 34 27.4 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 ~ __o_ 
a. my child reads to me 5 10.0 
b. I read to my child 1 2.0 
c. I notice or observe my child reading 27 54.0 
d. I am not always home but my child 17 34 
tells me when he/she reads 
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Student item 4 was included to determine where the 
students got most of their reading material. The students 
indicated that most (46.4%) of their reading material came 
from home (Table 24). The classroom was named by 20.9% of 
the children, 14.1% said the school library, 12.3% said the 
public library, 3.6% said the store and 2.7% said they got 
their reading materials from friends. 
Table 24 
Student Survey/Interview - Item 4 
Student Survey 
#4 Where do you get most of your reading material (the 
things you read)? 
N = 124 __L 
a. school library 31 14.1 
b. classroom 46 20.9 
c. store 8 3.6 
d. home 102 46.4 
e. public library 27 12.3 
f. other 6 2.7 
Student Interview 
N = 50 _%_ 
a. school library 7 14.0 
b. classroom 12 24.0 
c. store 4 8.0 
d. home 22 44.0 
e. public library 6 12.0 
f. other 0 0 
These items were designed to determine the components 
of motivation in the recreational reading program. The 
results have been reported and will be analysed in the final 
chapter. 
Research Question 5 
What is the value recreational reading to children, 
parents and teachers? 
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Research question 5 was designed to determine how the 
children, parents and teachers felt about recreational 
reading. The results of the survey and interview items 
should indicate whether or not they felt recreational 
reading was beneficial, profitable or worthwhile as a 
strategy. The following pages set forth the results of the 
thirteen items that focused on this research question. 
Four items assessed the effect of the recreational 
reading program in terms of getting the children to read 
more: student item 3, parent item 3, parent item 4 and 
teacher item 7 (see Tables 25 through 28). Over 85% of the 
children indicated that they read more often as participants 
in the recreational reading program. Seventy-three percent 
of the parents and 78.3% of the teachers felt that the 
children were reading more since they had been in the 
program also. Approximately 20% of the parents said that 
their children did not read more. When parents were asked 
to elaborate during the interviews, they unanimously said 
that their children were avid readers and read everyday 
before the program started. 
Sixty five percent of the parents said that 15 minutes 
was longer than their child read before he/she entered in 
the program. Thirty-two percent said that their children 
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Table 25 
student Survey/Interview - Item 3 
#3 In the Reading For Fun program you must read s days per 
week. Do you read more often since you have been in 
the program? 
student Survey 
N = 220 _%_ 
a. yes, a lot more 91 41.4 
b. yes, a little more 98 44.5 
c. no 29 13.2 
d. I don't know 2 .9 
Student Interview 
N = 50 ~ __o_ 
a. yes, a lot more 19 38.0 
b. yes, a little more 23 46.0 
c. no 8 16.0 
d. I don't know 0 0 
Table 26 
Parent Survey/Interview - Item 3 
#3 The program requires your child to read s days per 
week. Is this more than your child read before he/she 
started in the program? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
yes 
no 
I don't know 
No response 
yes 
no 
I don't know 
No response 
Parent Survey 
N = 124 
91 
25 
7 
1 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 
38 
12 
0 
0 
___L 
73.4 
20.2 
5.6 
.8 
_%_ 
76.0 
24.0 
o.o 
0 
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Table 27 
Parent Survey/Interview - Item 4 
#4 The program requires your child to read 15 minutes per 
day. It is minutes per day longer than your child read 
before he/she started in the program? 
Parent Survey 
N = 124 _%_ 
a. yes 81 65.3 
b. no 40 32.3 
c. I don't know 3 2.4 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 _%_ 
a. yes 31 62.0 
b. no 19 38.0 
c. I don't know 0 0.0 
Table 28 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 7 
#7 In your opinion, is the recreational reading program 
effective in getting the children to read more? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
yes 
no 
I don't know 
N = 60 
47 
7 
6 
__L 
78.3 
11. 7 
10.0 
read at least 15 minutes or longer before the program 
started. Interviews with parents indicated that 
approximately one-third of the children read more than 15 
minutes before entering the program but did not read 
everyday, until they became participants. 
Student item 6, Parent item 8 and teacher item 9 
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(Tables 29 through 31) were included to determine if the 
students, parents and teachers thought they (the students) 
read better since they had been reading recreationally. 
Approximately 74% of the students said they thought they 
read better since participating in the program, but over 22% 
said they did not know or were not sure. Over 84% of the 
parents and 73% of the teachers said they thought the 
children read better since they had been reading 
recreationally. over half of the teachers who were 
interviewed said they knew for a fact that the children's 
reading scores had improved and in addition their reading 
performance was better in the classroom. Approximately 20% 
of the teachers said they did not know if recreational 
reading made a difference and 6% said the students who were 
good readers would remain good readers, with or without 
recreational reading. 
Four items: student item 7, Parent item 7 and teacher 
item 8, addressed the enjoyment or pleasure factor of the 
students (Table 32 through 34). student item 7 asked the 
students if they enjoyed reading more since they had been 
reading for fun. More than 69% of the students said they 
enjoyed reading more since they had been in the program. 
Twenty-eight percent of the students said they did not enjoy 
reading more. When asked to elaborate in the interview, 12 
out of 14 said they love or like to read very much and have 
always enjoyed reading. 
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Table 29 
student Survey/Interview - Item 6 
#6 Do you think you read better since you have been 
reading for fun? 
student Survey 
N = 220 _%_ 
a. yes 164 74.5 
b. no 7 3.2 
c. I don't know 49 22.3 
student Interview 
N = 50 ___L 
a. yes 35 70 
b. no 3 6 
c. I don't know 12 24 
Table 30 
Parent/Survey - Item 8 
#8 Do you think your child reads better since he/she has 
been reading recreationally? 
Parent Survey 
N = 124 _%_ 
a. yes 105 84.7 
b. no 10 8.0 
c. I don't know 9 7.3 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 ___L 
a. yes 45 90 
b. no 4 8 
c. I don't know 1 2 
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Table 31 
Teacher survey/Interview - Item 9 
#9 Do you think the student who participate in the program 
read better since they have been reading 
recreationally? 
N = 60 _%_ 
a. yes 44 73.3 
b. no 4 6.7 
c. I don't know 12 20.0 
Table 32 
Student Survey/Interview - Item 7 
#7 Do you enjoy reading more since you have been reading 
for fun? 
Student survey 
N = 220 _%_ 
a. yes 152 69.1 
b. no 62 28.2 
c. I don't know 6 2.7 
student Interview 
N = 50 _%_ 
a. yes 36 72.0 
b. no 14 28.0 
c. I don't know 0 0.0 
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Table 33 
Parent Survey/Interview - Item 7 
#7 Does your child seem to enjoy reading more since he/she 
has been reading recreationally? 
Parent Survey 
N = 124 _%_ 
a. yes 103 83.0 
b. no 12 9.7 
c. I don't know/I'm not sure 9 7.3 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 _%_ 
a. yes 43 86.0 
b. no 5 10.0 
c. I don't know/I'm not sure 2 4.0 
Table 34 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 8 
#8 Do you think the students who participate in the 
recreational reading program enjoy reading more since 
they have been reading recreationally? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
yes 
no 
I don't know 
N = 60 
53 
4 
3 
___L 
88.3 
6.7 
5 
With regard to parents and teachers, 83% of the parents 
and 88% of the teachers responded that they thought the 
children enjoyed reading more since they had been reading 
recreationally. 
The final item on each survey/interview (Tables 35 
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through 37) asked respondents what they thought would help 
them, their child or their students to read better. An 
overwhelming majority (66.4%) of the students responded that 
reading more would help them to read better. All other 
responses received less than 10%. The interview responses 
produced 3 replies, read more 64%, more things to read (or 
more books) 20% and I don't know or I'm not sure 16%. 
Table 35 
Student Survey/Interview - Item 8 
#8 What do you think will help you to read better? 
Responses reported from greatest to smallest % 
Student Survey 
N = 220 
a. Read more, Practice Reading 146 
b. More things to read, more books 21 
c. Not sure/don't know 19 
d. Teachers help 15 
e. Parents help 11 
f. Other 8 
(glasses, less television, more home-
work, staying home, studying more) 
a. 
b. 
c. 
Read more 
More things 
Student Interview 
Not Sure, Don't know 
N = 50 
32 
10 
8 
~ __o_ 
66.4 
9.5 
8.6 
6.9 
5.0 
3.6 
~ __o_ 
64 
20 
16 
87 
Table 36 
parent Survey/Interview - Item 9 
#9 What do you think will help your child to read better? 
Responses reported from greatest to smallest % 
Parent Survey 
N = 124 
a. More reading practice 60 
b. teachers, good teachers 23 
c. more reading materials 19 
d. Not sure, can't say, don't know 11 
e. Parents helping at home 8 
f. Other 3 
Parent Interview 
N = 50 
a. More reading practice 23 
b. More reading materials 11 
c. teachers 10 
d. not sure 6 
Table 37 
Teacher Survey/Interview - Item 10 
10. What do you think will help your students to read 
better? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
Responses reported from greatest to smallest % 
Parental Involvement 
Read more 
Broader selection of reading 
materials 
Phonics 
Motivation 
Other 
N = 50 
24 
23 
6 
3 
3 
1 
_%_ 
48.4 
18.5 
15.3 
8.9 
6.5 
2.4 
_%_ 
46 
22 
20 
12 
___l_ 
40.0 
38.3 
10.0 
5.0 
5.0 
1. 7 
88 
The parents greatest response was also read more (48.4% 
but the second greatest response from the parents was 
teachers or good teachers (18.5%). The parents continued 
with more reading materials (15.3%), not sure, can't say, 
don't know (8.9%). In contrast teachers felt that parental 
involvement (40%) would help their students to read better. 
Thirty-eight percent said that reading more would help the 
children to read better. Only 10% of the teachers thought a 
broader selection of reading materials would help. It was 
clear that the greatest response of the teachers, parental 
involvement, was barely mentioned by the students and 
parents. These and other results will be discussed in 
Chapter v. 
In this chapter, the research results have been 
reported. In the next Chapter, these findings are analyzed 
and the research questions are answered. A comparison is 
made between Maehr's Theory of Personal Investment and the 
behavior patterns of the children who participated in the 
recreational reading program. Recommendations are made for 
reading programs comprised of urban, disadvantaged African-
American children, limitations of the study are discussed 
and suggestions for further study are presented. A summary 
of the study completes the final chapter. 
CHAPTER V 
Discussion 
Introduction 
The findings and conclusions of this study, based on 
the data set forth in Chapter IV, are presented in this 
chapter. The five research questions stated in Chapter I 
serve as subheadings and guide the focus of the discussion. 
Based on the findings and conclusions, the author's 
recommendations concerning recreational reading and 
recreational reading programs in urban settings comprised of 
high percentages of African-American children are presented. 
Limitations of the study and suggestions for further 
research are discussed, and finally, a summarization of the 
chapter. 
Research Question #1 
Do children who read recreationally show significantly 
greater increases in standardized reading test scores than 
children who do not read recreationally? 
This study revealed that significant differences were 
found between the reading test scores of the children who 
read recreationally and the reading test scores of the 
children who did not read recreationally. These findings 
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were based on the test results that were reported in Chapter 
IV and displayed in Tables 1 through 8. 
The 3rd graders who participated in this study were 
followed from 1st to 5th grade. Group 1 (the experimental 
group) and group 2 (the control group) had standardized test 
scores that revealed no statistical difference in 1st and 
2nd grade. In the 1st grade their reading test scores were 
one month apart, in second grade there was less than one 
month's difference in their reading test scores. This was 
an important finding because it revealed that initially, the 
groups were homogeneous. After the first year of 
recreational reading by group 1 however, they gained over 5 
months more than group 2. After the second year of 
recreational reading, group 1 gained over 9 months more than 
group 2, and after the final year, group 1 had reading test 
scores that were 1 year and 2 months greater than group 2. 
It was concluded from these findings that 3rd grade children 
who read recreationally were able to gain greater 
standarized reading test score increases than 3rd grade 
children who did not read recreationally. 
The 4th graders who participated in this study were 
followed from 2nd to 6th grade. Group 1 (the experimental 
group) and group 2 (the control group) had standarized test 
scores that were statistically different at the end of 2nd 
grade. Group 1 had scores that ended 4 months better than 
group 2 for that year. By the end of the 3rd grade however, 
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there was no statistical difference between the scores of 
group 1 and group 2. In fact, group 2 gained one full 
school year from 2nd to 3rd grade, while group 1 only gained 
7 months. This was an important finding because it revealed 
that group 1 (the experimental group) lost ground to group 2 
(the control group) and for that year, group 2 was actually 
the superior reading group in terms of gains. These 
findings reflected the power of recreational reading by 
revealing that in 4th, 5th and 6th grades (the years of the 
intervention) group 1 exceeds group 2 by 6 months, 9 months 
and 1 year 5 months, respectively. These findings led to 
the conclusion that 4th grade children who read 
recreationally were able to gain greater standardized 
reading test score increases than 4th grade children who did 
not read recreationally. 
The 5th graders who participated in this study were 
followed from 3rd grade to 7th grade. Group 1 (the 
experimental group) and group 2 (the control group) had 
standardized test scores that revealed no statistical 
difference between the two (groups) in 3rd grade. In the 
4th grade however, group 1 achieved test scores that were 5 
months better than group 2, and these results led to a 
significant difference between the two groups (see Table 
11). This was an important finding because it revealed that 
group 1 entered the recreational reading program, reading 
significantly better than group 2. Because of this finding, 
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homogeneity of the group was not as firmly established as 
grades 3 and 4. In addition, this finding indicated that it 
might not be possible to determine how much of the gains 
during the intervention were attributable to recreational 
reading. Since the increases were so much larger after the 
intervention (significant differences every year), it was 
concluded that 6th grade children who read recreationally 
were able to gain greater standardized reading test score 
increases than 6th grade children who did not read 
recreationally. 
Research Question #2 
What was the effect of recreational reading over a 
three year period of time? 
Based on the results reported in Chapter IV, it was 
concluded that the children who read recreationally achieved 
greater gains in reading comprehension on the Iowa Tests of 
Basic Skills. In addition, these gains increased over time. 
For 3rd graders, the gain was .54 the first year, .95 the 
second year and 1.27 the third year. For 4th graders the 
gain was .61 the first year, .97 the second year and 1.58 
the third year. For 5th graders, the gain was .95 the first 
year, 1.68 the second year and 1.85 the third year. These 
figures suggest that the difference between the two groups 
widens faster/greater with older children. It is not 
uncommon in African-American settings to observe that the 
older children become the greater the difference between the 
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achievers and non-achievers (Boykin, 1984). 
Based on the gains made by the students in this three 
year study, it was concluded that recreational reading has 
great promise in terms of functioning as an effective 
reading strategy for urban, disadvantaged African-American 
children. The implication is that children who engage in 
recreational reading at least 15 minutes per day, 5 days per 
week, over a 3 year time period, can raise their 
standardized reading test scores to a level that is at least 
1 year greater than their peers who do not engage in 
recreational reading. 
Research Question #3 
How did motivation impact recreational reading? 
The first and main impact that motivation had on 
recreational reading was observed in the fact that children 
engaged in it for 3 consecutive years without stopping, 
giving up or dropping out of the program. Motivation kept 
them involved in the activity. Maehr (1984) talked about 
the impact of motivation on activities (see Cahpter II). He 
stated that persons would engage in an activity if they 
liked what they were doing or received pleasure from the 
task (or activity). The first question on the student 
survey asked if the children liked to read. The results in 
Chapter IV revealed that over 95% of the children said yes. 
These findings indicated that the children like to read 
(that was their motivation) therefore they participated in 
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the activity (recreational reading). Durkin (1984) in her 
study, found that African-American children who enjoyed 
reading usually engaged in it as an activity. It was 
concluded in this study that motivation impacted 
recreational reading by inciting the children to do it, that 
is, to become task involved (see Chapter II). 
Another impact that motivation had was evidenced in the 
children's willingness to read without being told to do so 
by an adult, that is, their desire to read, on their own. 
As a result of the surveys and interviews, it was found that 
over 88% of the children read on their own. This finding 
was supported by the parents who gave credit to the 
recreational reading program for this accomplishment. The 
parents indicated that this initiation on the part of the 
children constituted a definite change in their reading 
habits since the start of the program. 
The behavior patterns of the children who read 
recreationally can be categorized according to Maehr's 
Theory of Personal Investment: 
1. direction - these children chose recreational reading 
at home when other alternatives were available 
2. persistence - these children repeatedly chose the same 
behavioral alternative (recreational reading) everyday 
3. continuing motivation - these children returned to this 
task on their own, without apparent external constraint 
to do so 
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4. activity level - these children engaged in more reading 
activities than others in the class (group 2) 
5. performance - these students displayed a change in 
their reading habits as well as their reading 
performance. 
It was concluded that these were the major ways that 
motivation impacted recreational reading. 
Research Question #4 
What were the components of motivation in recreational 
reading? 
It has already been established that one of the 
components of motivation in recreational reading was the 
enjoyment of reading. Another substantial response that was 
expressed by the children in their surveys and interviews 
was the desire of the parents for their children to 
participate in the recreational reading program. In the 
survey, 26.8%, and in the interviews, 28%, of the children 
said they participated because their parents wanted them to 
do so. This finding reflected Maehr's "Social Solidarity 
goals" and was important, because it revealed a component of 
motivation. It was also important because the parents and 
teachers did not perceive this would be a strong response 
from the children. The parents felt, "wants to read better" 
would be a strong response and teachers thought it was the 
"prizes and incentives" that would follow. Parents and 
teachers should know that the children responded to parental 
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involvement. 
A lower (19.1%) yet relevant number of children said 
they participated because they liked the prizes and 
incentives. Other evidence of the power of external rewards 
was the return of the human subjects form by the children. 
It's attachment to the contract reward system envoked an 
outstandingly high response. Apparently external rewards 
were important to the children. 
It was an interesting finding that only 12.1% of the 
children in the survey and 8% of the children in the 
interview said that they participated in the recreational 
reading program because they wanted to read better. Yet 
when asked what would help them to read better, the 
overhwhelming response was to read more. It was concluded 
that the children assumed "better reading" would be an 
outcome of recreational reading but it was not a driving 
motivational component in terms of getting them to read 
more. 
The teachers role and contribution to the components of 
motivation were also examined. The teachers were asked to 
indicate what they had done (that appeared to be successful) 
to encourage and motivate the children to participate in the 
program. Ninety percent of the teachers said they 
participated in the prize and incentive program (see 
appendix E) and it seemed to work well with the students. 
This finding provided continuing evidence of the importance 
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of external rewards. 
Other actions by the teachers that scored over 50% 
utilization: they provided a variety of reading materials 
that could be "check-out" by the student; they talked to the 
children regularly, as a group about recreational reading; 
they kept charts or records of books read by the children; 
they talked to the children individually about participating 
in recreational reading; they provided time for book sharing 
during class (teacher or child promoted/ recommended a book 
they had read to the class). During the interviews, many of 
the teachers expressed the importance of enthusiasm and 
consistency as essential ingredients for successful 
utilization of their "teacher actions." These were the 
components that comprised the motivational agenda in the 
classrooms. 
The contract was a key tool that was used in the 
recreational reading program to enable teachers to monitor 
what their students read, to help keep students consistent 
and accountable, and to include the regular support of the 
parent. The teachers were asked how often they remined the 
children to return the contracts (due at the end of each 
month). Almost half (48.3%) of the teachers said they 
reminded the children weekly, 20% said monthly and 26.7% 
said they remined the children daily. It was apparent that 
as part of the motivational agenda, the children needed 
continuous reinforcement and encouragement to return the 
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contracts on a consistent basis. 
The parent's role was vital in the recreational reading 
program, because the activity took place at home and the 
parents influence and support was needed. The teachers, 
therefore, were asked what they did to encourage the parents 
to participate in the recreational reading program with 
their children. Ninety percent of the teachers said they 
had contacted the parent by the phone, letter or in person. 
Fifty percent of the 90% said they had talked to the parent 
by telephone. These findings in conjunction with the 
confirmation of the interviews indicated the importance of 
the teacher actually talking to the parent. Many of the 
teachers felt that talking to the parent was essential if a 
firm commitment was to be obtained from the parent. 
The parent surveys and interviews verified what the 
teachers said about the importance of verbal contact. Many 
of the parents said they knew the program was important for 
their child because it warranted a personal call from the 
teacher. It also appeared that a verbal commitment on the 
part of the parents resulted in sustained support for the 
program. 
In continuing to examine the components of motivation 
in recreational reading, the parents were asked how they 
usually participated with their child in the program. The 
majority (57.3%) of the parents said they usually observed 
their child reading at home. A substantial number (27.42) 
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of parents said they were not always home but their child 
told them when they read. Some of the parents in the 
interview said they usually called home (from work) to check 
on what their child had read and if homework had been 
completed. Only 12.9% of the parents said they listened to 
their child read, this was expected however, due to the 
upper grades of the children (5-7) at the time the 
instruments were administered. It was concluded that the 
parents paid attention to what was being read by their child 
on a regular basis. 
In an effort to determine what the children considered 
their main resource for obtaining recreational reading 
materials, the children were asked where they usually got 
what they read. Almost half (46.4%) of the children said 
they got their recreational reading material from their 
homes. This finding was important because it helps to 
dispel what Auerbach (1989) called "the myth that presents 
homes of low-income and minority students as literacy 
impoverished" (p. 169). Auerbach (1989) defined literacy 
impoverished homes as "environments with limited reading 
materials and with parents who neither read themselves nor 
read to their children, who do not provide models of 
literacy use and do not value or support literacy 
development (p. 169). 
The finding that many of the children participated in 
the recreational reading program because their parents 
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wanted them to participate, along with the finding that the 
parents were involved in monitoring their children's reading 
habits and activities at home, as well as supplying the bulk 
of recreational reading materials for their children, added 
to the growing body of research that rejects the vision of 
urban, disadvantaged, African-American homes as literacy 
impoverished. 
Based on the findings from the results reported in 
Chapter IV, it was concluded that components of motivation 
in recreational reading for this study were comprised of: 
1. Allowing the children to read for (Task Involvement) 
enjoyment/pleasure/fun 
The children stated that they liked to read everyday. 
The pleasure they received motivated them to continue 
in the activity. Reading For Fun (not an assignment) 
was motivation for the children. 
2. Getting the parents involved (Social Soldarity 
Involvement) 
Many children read because they wanted to please and 
receive approval from their parents. In addition the 
parents influenced the children to remain consistent. 
3. Rewarding the children for reading recreationally 
(External Rewards) 
Prizes, awards and incentives encouraged the children 
to read and added excitement and reinforcement for 
their efforts. 
4. Getting the teacher involved (Motivational agenda} 
The teachers provided rewards, reading materials, 
reinforcements and encouragement to the children as 
well as encouragement for the parents. 
Research Question #5 
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What was the value of recreational reading to children, 
parents and teachers? 
The results presented in Chapter IV revealed the 
benefits and value of recreational reading and a 
recreational reading program for the children involved in 
this study. The results also revealed what children, 
parents and teachers perceived would help them/their 
children to read better. 
In terms of benefits and value, children (over 85%} 
reported that they read more often as a result of the 
recreational program. The parents (73.4%} and teachers 
(78.3%} concurred with the students. The parents (65.3%} 
said that the students read longer each day as a result of 
the program. 
It was found that the children (74.5%} felt they were 
better readers since they had been in the program. The 
parents (84.7%} and teachers (73.3%} generally agreed with 
this view. 
In addition, the children (69.1%} reported that they 
enjoyed reading more since they had been in the recreational 
reading program. The parents (83%} and the teachers (88.3%} 
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overwhelmingly agreed with their children. 
Based on these findings it was concluded that the 
children, along with their parents and teachers experienced 
benefits and placed high value on recreational reading 
because as a result, they (the children) read more, read 
better and enjoyed reading more since they became involved 
in the program. 
The final question on the survey and interview (what do 
you think will help you/your child/your students to read 
better?) provided further evidence to support the above 
conclusion. Children, parents and teachers (see Table 38, 
39 and 40) stated in large numbers that reading more would 
help them/their children to read better. The children 
(66.4%) said reading more was the key to becoming a better 
reader, all other responses were 9.5% or less, ranging from 
getting more books to read, to getting a pair of glasses. 
The majority of the parents (48.4%) said "reading more" was 
most important, the next greatest response was 
"teachers/good teachers." This finding was interesting 
because the teacher's greatest response was "parental 
involvement." The parents felt that teachers were of great 
importance and teachers felt that parents were of great 
importance. In fact, Table 40 revealed that "parental 
involvement" was the teacher's greatest response to this 
question. "More reading materials" was cited by both 
parents and teachers as the 3rd greatest response. 
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The variations in responses among the students, 
teachers and parents led to the conclusion that perhaps the 
parents and teachers should come together and agree on goals 
(other than reading more) that they can work on together to 
help their children read better. 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
Recommendations 
Based on all the evidence collected in this study, the 
following recommendations were made for reading programs 
comprised of urban, disadvantaged African-American children: 
1. Develop and implement a formal recreational reading 
program that includes a motivational agenda and 
parental involvement as well as a monitoring or 
accountability component. 
2. Provide in-service for teachers on the benfits of 
recreational reading and strategies to promote its use. 
3. Provide information sessions and workshops for parents 
emphasizing value as well as strategies that can be 
employed for recreational reading with their children. 
Limitations of the study 
It was recognized that reading scores can be affected 
by numerous environmental factors such as peer pressure, 
personal problems, living areas and societal conditions that 
cannot be controlled. In addition, the degree of motivation 
within each child, the degree of motivation expressed by 
each parent and each teacher were some of the factors that 
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could not be controlled. 
It was also recognized that within low-income and 
poverty-line families in African-American communities, there 
were different value structures (middle-class values 
included) that affected reading achievement. These values 
have not been deciphered. 
Another limitation of the study was the fact that the 
educational leaders, namely the principals of each school 
were not included in the study. Research has documented 
that the value of most programs can be determined by the 
involvement of the educational leader. The degree of 
motivation of the principals was not examined. 
Suggestions for further research 
There are a number of possible directions for further 
study. The literature contains many documents that reveal 
the critical status of African-American boys. This study 
could be replicated, examining boys specifically, or boys in 
comparison to girls. Secondly, the needs of older and 
younger children are different. This study could examine 
very young, or much older students. Also, the variable of 
attendance could be added to the investigation. A teacher 
mentioned incidentally, that her children's attendance had 
improved since joining the recreational reading program. 
Also, a study could be conducted that examines the 
principals and/or in-service programs that support the 
recreational reading program. In addition, a study could be 
undertaken that would examine and compare a suburban 
recreational reading program with an urban program. 
Summary 
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The purpose of this study was to determine if a 
consistent, systematic recreational reading program aided by 
a motivational agenda and parental involvement would bring 
about increased reading achievement in urban, disadvantaged, 
African-American children. It may be concluded from the 
results of this investigation that: 
1. Urban, disadvantaged, African-American children who 
read recreationally show significantly greater 
increases in standardized reading test scores than 
children who do not read recreationally. 
2. Urban, disadvantaged, African-American children who 
read recreationally may be able to raise their 
standardized reading test scores by one year or more 
over a three year time period. 
3. Urban, disadvantaged African-American children who are 
motivated to read, will read often and without being 
told to do so by an adult. 
4. Urban, disadvantaged, African-American children are 
motivated to read recreationally by pleasurable 
reading, parental involvement, external rewards and 
teachers with motivational agendas. 
5. The value of recreational reading for urban, 
disadvantaged, African-American children was that it 
produced readers who engaged in reading more often, 
read better, enjoyed reading more and realized the 
worth and benefits of reading practice. 
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In addition, the parents and teachers developed an 
appreciation for recreational reading and a formal, 
systematic program that served as a vehicle for increasing 
reading achievement among their children. 
As the problem of poor reading achievement among urban, 
disadvantaged, African-American children is addressed by the 
school systems in our nation, it is important that research 
based reading strategies receive review. Hopefully, 
educators will continue to review the literature and 
recognize the potential of recreational reading as a vehicle 
for increasing effective reading practice and eventually 
improving reading achievement in urban, disadvantaged, 
African-American children. 
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TEACHER SURVEY/INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 
---
grade 
1. How many children do you have in your classroom? 
2. How many children participate in the "Reading For Fun 
Program?" 
3. What have you done to encourage the children to 
participate in the program? (Select or write in all 
that appear successful) 
___ keep charts or records 
ofbooks read by the 
children 
___ provide a variety of 
reading materials in 
the classroom 
provide time for book 
---
sharing (highlights 
of book) 
Other 
give prizes for 
participation 
give certificates 
for book reports 
make extra visits 
to the library 
4. What have you done to encourage or motivate the parents 
to participate? 
___ nothing contacted by: __ _..phone letter 
---
in person 
---
Other: 
5. How often do you remind the children to return the 
contracts? 
---
daily ___ weekly monthly 
---
less than monthly 
6. What is the main reason the children give for 
participating in the program? 
117 
7. In your opinion, is the "Reading For Fun" program 
effective in getting the children to read more? 
___ yes no 
---
I don't know 
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8. Do you think the children who participate in the 
program enjoy reading more since they have been in the 
program? 
___ yes no 
---
I don't know 
---
9. Do you think the students who participate in the 
program read better since they have been reading 
recreationally? 
___ y.es no 
---
I don't know 
---
10. What do you think will help your students to read 
better? 
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STUDENT SURVEY/INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 
---
grade 
1. Do you like to read? 
__ yes, a lot __ yes, a little __ no, not really 
2. Do you read, without someone telling you to read? 
__ yes a lot sometimes __ no, not really 
3. In the Reading For Fun Program, you must read 5 days 
per week. Do you read more since you have been in the 
program? 
_yes, a lot more _yes, a little more _no, not really 
4. Where do you get most of your reading material (the 
things you read)? 
home 
---
classroom 
---
school library 
---
___ public library from the store 
---
other 
5. Why do you participate in the "Reading For Fun" program 
(return the contract)> 
to get a prize _my parents want me to (participate) 
_my teachers wants me to (participate) 
I like to read everyday Other: 
Other: 
6. Do you think you read better since you have been 
Reading For Fun? 
___ yes no 
---
I don't know 
---
7. Do you enjoy reading more since you have been in the 
program? 
___ y.es no 
---
I am not sure 
---
8. What do you think will help you to read better? 
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PARENT SURVEY/INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 
___ child's grade 
1. How did you find out about the "Reading For Fun 
Program?" 
___ from my child a letter from school 
phone call from school other: 
---
2. Has your child's teacher encouraged you to participate 
in the program? yes no 
If yes, how were you contacted? 
___ by phone in person 
___ by letter 
other: 
--- -----
3. The program requires your child to read 5 days per 
week. Does your child read more often since he/she has 
been in the program? __ yes no I don't know 
4. The program requires your child to read 15 minutes per 
day. Does your child read for longer periods of time 
since he/she has been in the program? 
___ yes no I don't know 
5. How do you usually participate with your child? 
___ my child reads to me I read to my child 
___ I notice or observe that my child reads, although 
I am busy 
___ I am not always home, but my child tells me when 
he/she reads 
6. Can you seea difference in your child's reading habits 
since he/she has been in the program? yes no 
If yes, what has changed? reads a greater variety 
of books 
---
gets more books from the library 
---
reads without being told to read 
___ other: 
7. Does your child seem to enjoy reading more since he/she 
has been in the program? __ yes __ no __ I don't know 
8. Do you think your child read better since he/she has 
been recreationally? 
___ yes no I don't know 
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9. What do you think will help your child to read better? 
10. In your opinion, why does your child participate in the 
program? 
because I want him/her to participate 
---
___ because he/she wants to participate 
because the teacher wants him/her to participate 
---
other: 
---
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EXTERNAL REWARD PROGRAM 
Prizes and Incentives Sponsors 
Pizza Pizza Hut (Book-it) 
Soda Pop Branch Soda co. 
Great American Amusement Park Ticket 600 Minutes 
Books Reading Is Fundamental 
Guest on T.V. Show Channel 7 T.V. 
Limousine ride Limousine Service 
School Express Card 
Toys 
T-shirts 
Hats 
Gloves 
Purses 
Games 
(whatever was contributed 
by businesses and community) 
District/School 
certificates for participation in recreational reading 
program 
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The Loyola University Evaluation Team 
The Loyola University Evaluation Team was comprised of 
eight graduate students who conducted an evaluation of a 
supplemental reading program for a Sub-District in the city 
of Chicago, under the direction of Dr. Barney Berlin, 
Professor at Loyola University. The team members were: 
Bernardien Austin 
Linda Behar 
Joanne Frey 
Debra Hill 
Debra Jagielski, Ph.D. Candidate 
Scarlett Mankowsky 
Jan Mines, Ph.D. Candidate 
The team was charged with the task of preparing an 
evaluation report that analyzed the "Reading For Fun" 
recreational reading program and provided formative as well 
as summative recommendations for the Sub-District. 
The purpose of the report was to provide the decision-
makers of the Sub-District with information that would 
improve the ongoing operations of the program and reveal the 
effectiveness of the program in general. 
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